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PREFACE

This inquiry is a contribution to The RAND Corpora-
tion’s continuing program of research, undertaken for the
United States Air Force. on Soviet military and political
policy vis-d-vis the West. The present Memorandum is the
final portion of a three-part study of the Soviet Union's
political-military posture toward Western Europe since
the end of World War II, and of the way In which the
Kremlin has exploited its growing power in dealing with
both Western and Eastern Europe as well as in its political

rivalry with the United States on the Eurcopean continent.

Power and Europe: The Evolution of a Political-Military

Posture, 1945-1964, RM-5838-PR, took the subject to the

T

point of Khrushchev's ouster. in 1964; Part Three exam-
ines it under the changed conditions of the successor
regime and in the light of such major events as the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia in the summer of 1968.

Together with the earlier Memorandum, the present
study aims at providing a synthesis between two planes
of analysis -=- the political and the military -« for the
period that it covers. 1In so examining the nature of
Soviet European policy since World War II, it illuminates
the kinds of problems that the United States faces as
leader of the Western alliance.

The study draws on a wide range of original Soviet
materials, as well as on secondary Western sources and
analyses of Soviet policy. including earlier work on

Soviet aifairs by the author and other RAND analysts.
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Among related RAND studies of Soviet political military
trends are: Soviet Strategy at the Crossroads, AM-4085-PR.

by T. W. Wolfe. April 1964; Strategic Power and Soviet
Foreign Policy. R-434-PR, by A. I.. Horelick and M. Rush,
August 1965; The Soviet Military Scene: Institutional
and Defense Policy Considerations. RM~4913-PR. by T. W.
Wolfe. June 1966; and Soviet Military Policy at the
Fifty-Year Mark. RM=5443-PR, by T. W. Wolfe, September
1967. 1
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SUMMARY

The period covered by Part Three of this study of
the postwar evolution of Soviet policy toward Europe runs
from Khrushchev's ouster in the fall of 1964 to mid-1969,
when the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime found itself still faced
with the laborious task of repairing the damage to Soviet
interests wrought by the August 1968 invasion of Czecho-
slovakia. Prior to the Czechoslovak affair, however, the
regime had for the most part been able to profit handsome-
ly from the gradual erosion of NATO, one of :the major,
though perhaps partly unearned, successes of Soviet foreign
policy since World War II.

With an eye to the decisive weight of industrial
Europe in the world power balance while the United States,
in the mid-sixties, was increasingly distracted by the
Vietnam war, Khrushchev's successors had sought through
active diplomacy and political maneuver to establish closer
economic, technical, and political ties with West European
countries; they had tried to foster the idea that new,
pan-European security arrangements would help to settle
the "German problem'" as well as provide a timely alter-
native to NATO in 1969, when its members became eligible
to exercise their option to leave the alliance. By play-
ing upon West European desires for a role more independent
of the United States, and especially upon de Gaulle's anti-
Americanism, the Soviet Union seemed to have found a con-
venient formula for weakening NATO unity and undermining
U.S. influence in Europe without having to exert direct

pressures on the Western alliance.
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The tendency of America's European allies to move
away from their close depen:dence on American leadership
was not the only factor favoring the new European diplo-
macy of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime. There was also a
feeling in the West that dissension within the Communist
world had offset the erosion of NATO unity and that, as
the bipolar division of Europe broke down, the continent
might, after two decades of Cold War, be moving toward
some form of reconciliation. Above all, there was a
widespread belief that the naked use cof Soviet military
power in Europe was virtually ruled out, both because of
the strategic nuclear standoff and because of presumed
evolutionary changes in the Soviet system itself. The
bridge-building mood of the mid-sixties, together with
the belief that the new Kremlin collective leadership
was inclined toward moderation and traditional norms of
international behavior, led many in the West to question
the continued need for NATO as a defense against a Soviet
military threat presumed to be dying, if not already dead.

In this climate, the European diplomacy of the Brezhuev-
Kosygin regime prior to the Czechoslovak crisis seemed to
offer the Soviet Union prospects for progress toward some
of its principal objectives in Europe. Soviet policy,
though perhaps no longer geared to the expectation of
revolutionary social and political transformations in
Western Europe, appeared still to be aimed at the break=-
up of NATO, the weakening of West European ties with the
United States, and the isolation and demoralization of
West Germany -« objectives whose attainment would leave
the Soviet Union dominant on the European continer.t and

would enhance its global power position relative to the
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United States. Thus, Soviet aims could be described as
to upset the postwar status in the Western half of a
divided Europe while preserving it in the East.

The essential flaw in this picture, however, was the
Kremlir leadership's inability to arrest, without recourse
to naked force, the gradual erosion of Soviet authority and
control in East Europe, where the process of change and
internal reform that had begun with Khrushchev's
'"de-Stalinization'" campaign was so dramatically displayed
in Czechoslovakia in 1968. Even before that crisis came
to a head, in July and August, the Soviet leaders had be-
come so preoccupled with defending their position in East
Europe against the undermining effects of freer Eist-West
intercourse in general and Bonn's Ostpolitik in particular
that they virtually surrendered the chances for initiatives
in European affairs with which circumstances such as
America's absorption by the war in Vietnam had presented
them. It might be said that the Kremlin's regression to
dogmatic defense of orthodoxy, both in East Europe and
against the restiveness cf Soviet intellectuals at home,
had begun to foreclose what opportunities it had for a
flexible diplomacy in the Western half of Europe even
before the intevvention in Czechoslovakia.

In the short run, the invasion itself brought both
benefits and liabilities from Moscow's viewpoint. Some
of its advantageous effects were: to reestablish the
credibility cf Soviet military power as the prime instru-
ment of Soviet control in East Europe, a credibility that
had steadily declined since Khrushchev crushed the
Hungarian rebellion twelve years earlier; to snuff out

the Czechoslovak reform experiment and allay Soviet fears
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that it might sprcad to other parts of East Europe; to
increase the Soviet militarv presence deployed in the key
Northern Tier area of the Warsaw Pact. on NATO's doorstep;
and to remind Bonn that Moscow held the keys to any bar-
pains to be struck in the East, thus making it clear that
serious concessions to the Soviet Union and East Germany
would be the price of a continuing Ostpolitik.

On the debit side. the Czechoslovak invasion. among
other things. shattered the image of a mellowing. peace-
loving Soviet Union. It created. instead. an impression
of unpredictability. which. together with the so-called
"Brezhnev doctrine'" of intervention dcvised by Moscow to
justify the invasion. became an incentive to NATO to halt
the disintegration of its military posture and gave the
alliance a fresh sense of its relevance to European secu-
rity. Further. the invasion threatened to split the Commu-
nist movement in Western Europe and squandered much of
the neutralist sentiment and other political capital that
the Soviet Union had accumulated there; it also prompted
the U'nited States to mend its relations with its European
allies and to delay the opening of strategic arms talks
with Moscow. 1In Czechoslovakia. the Soviet occupiers
found it difficult to persuade the people to cooperate
in their resubjugation. and Moscow's uncertainty as to
the reliability of the country's armed forces meant that
it had to assume a bigger share of the Warsaw Pact defense.

But. beyond all this. the Soviet Union's attempt to
reimpose by force of arms the authority it had acquired
in East Europe through military victory in World War 11
dealt a severe setback to the prospects of East-West

reconciliatim in Europe. Whatever their motives =-- fear
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that orthodox Communist rule could not survive in an atmo-
sphere of relative freedom, concern that their military
security might be breached by a westward-looking Czecho-
slovakia == the Soviet leaders had shown that they could

not tolerate such "

subversive' concepts as bridge-building
and freer East-West traffic in ideas. At best, it seemed
likely that Europeans could look forward to another indefi-
nite period of uneasy East-West confrontation, backed up by
bipolar alliance arrangements, rather than to a reconciled
Europe.

As for the Soviet Union's policy toward East Europe
in the aftermath of the Czechoslovak experience. it appeared
te have at least three choices. The most radical of these.
and hence perhaps the least likely. was outright acceptance
of fundamental reforms of the Communist order in East Europe.
Given the regression of the incumbent Soviet leadership to
ultraconservatism and defense of orthodoxy. its tolerance
of systemic reform and liberalization either in the Soviet
Union or in East Europe promised to remain low.

A second altermative was that the Soviet leadership
might increasingly dedicate itself tuv a kind of neo-
Stalinism, demanding more rigid conformity at home and
seeking elsewhere in the Soviet camp to stamp out revision-
ist trends by the reimposition of physical control through
Soviet military and police power. Although the Brezhnev
doctrine of intervention within a hazily-defined ''socialist
commonwealth'" was not necessarily a blueprint for such a
policy. it was available to serve as the rationale for any
Soviet attempt to keep East Europe under control and to
insulate it from Western influence. From a West European
viewpoint, such a neo-Stalinist course might not be al-

together deplorable. for a Soviet Union preoccupied with
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[ staving off '"subversion'" of its own system from the West
might be unable to give much attention to tampering with
the status quo in Western Europe.

Depending on the resilience and political imagina-
tion of its rulers. a third policy alternative open to
the Soviet Union was to adjust itself opportunistically

to the postinvasion situation, and to seek to preserve

its hegemony in East Europe by exploiting and dividing
the forces of political change and modernization rather
than stifling them by neo-Stalinist despotism. This
probably would presuppose the Soviet leaders' willingness
to rise above their anxious authoritarianism toward East
Europe and to reopen a more flexible diplemacy in Western
3 Europe, aimed especially at exploiting Bonn's insecurities
and hopes of reunification. By mid-summer of 1969, there
were increasing signs that, despite its insistence on neo-
Stalinist orthodoxy within the Soviet bloc itself, the
Kremlin leadership was seeking ways once more to exploit
fissures in Western unity, in keeping with the principle =--
long the basis of its European diplomacy =-- that it is
essential to prevent a united Western policy front toward
the East.

From the time the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime assumed power,
in October 1964, until mid-1969, its European policy unfolded
against the backgrocund of a changing Soviet-American power
balance, the change being partly the result of the military

‘ srograws pursued by Khrushchev's successors. Though marked
by a continuing emphasis on mairtaining a strong Soviet
military position in Europe, these programs also included

‘ a substantial huildup in offensive and defensive strategic

forces and the further development of blue-water naval
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forces and other elements of conventional power that added
to the mobility and versatility of the Soviet Union's glob-
al capabilities. The rapid closing of the gap in strategic
unuc Llear forces that separated it from the United States,
and a growing capacity to project other forces into areas
traditionally beyond the Soviet Union's reach, meant that
for the first time in its history the USSR was becoming

a truly global militar: power.

How this circumstance might affect the stability of
deterrence and the future political conduct of the Soviet
Union in the international arena were matters of no small
import. 1In the past, deterrence had been marked by a
military and political asymmetry: America's superior
nuc lear power coincided with a political posture oriented
mainly toward containment of the Soviet Union and defense
of the international status quo, while the Soviet Union,
inferior in strategic power, was wedded to political-
ideological aspirations to reshape the world order along
Communist lines. Thus, the weight of American strategic
power and superiority in globally mobile forces set definite
limits upon the risks the Soviet Union was willing to run.
In the changing situation of the late sixties, a critical
question was whether the Soviet leaders, no longer laboring
under a markedly unfavorable power balance, might be tempted
to pursue somewhat bolder policies than before.

Some students of Soviet affairs, though doubting that
the Soviet Union would go so far as to court a deliberate
confrontation with the United States, believed that its
stronger military posture and more vigorous assertion of
global interests would probably increase the incidence of

dangerous situations and enhance the possibility that in some
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major crisis the Soviet leaders. overestimating their
position and diplomatic leverage, might blunder into an
action with perhaps disastrous consequences. Other observ-
ers maintained, however, that engrained Soviet caution to-
ward the danger of war would be likely to dominate the
Kremlin's outlook. and discourage it from any propensitiles
to take undue risks, despite a power balance more favorable
to the Soviet Union than before. In this view,

while more militant, hardline tendencies had appeared
within the Soviet leadership as the country's relative
power position became stronger. these elements had their
way only with regard to intrabloc matters like Czecho-
slovakia. and it was still to be seen whether militancy
would be extended to issues outside the bloc. The Soviet
need to mend fences in the West while girding for a pos-
sible enlargement of border conflicts with China was another
factor deemed likely to temper militant anti-Western tenden-
cies in Moscow.

Which of these contrasting appraisals would prove
closer to the mark was still a moot question in mid-1969,
at a time when the Soviet Union and the United States
fiﬁglly cleared the way for their long-delayed strategic
arms limitation talks. The talks themselves would doubt-
less throw some light on whether the Kremlin leaders were
mainly interested in bringing the strategic competition
with the United States to a halt, or in manipulating it
to Soviet advantage. Beyond this, however, what remained
as one of the central questions for the future was whether
the Soviet leaders would cling to old orthodoxies likely
to feed global ferment and discord, or whether they would

seek closer cooperation with the world's other nuclear

o o,
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superpower in an effort to reduce the sources of inter-

national tension and instability.
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XI. OVER-ALL TRENDS 1IN SOVIET POLICY
UNDER KHRUSHCHEV 'S SUCCESSORS

Although the main focus of our inquiry is upon the
political and mi)itary aspects of Soviet policy toward
Europe, the development of Soviet European policy under
the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime can perhaps best be under-
stood if viewed against the background of the regime's
efforts to deal with the interrelated problems and prior-
ities of Soviet domestic and foreign policy. 1In this
chapter, therefore, we shall examine some of the general
trends in Soviet policy after Khrushchev's ouster before
taking up specifically the present regime's approach to
various European policy issues during its first four-and-
a-half years in power.

When Khrushchev's successors took over the responsi-
bility for the conduct of Soviet affairs, in the fall of
1964, they found important problems calling for their
attention in three separate but interlocking areas of
policy concern. The first of these centered on the
delicate process of working out arrangements for collec-
tive rule in what was potentially, from past experience
at least, an unstable period of succession. The second
had to do with various tasks on the domestic front: find-
ing realistic remedies for the perennially unsatisfactory
agricultural situation; boosting declining rates of
economic growth; and dealing with other cumulatively
vexatious questions such as the Party's proper role in
the management of a modern society, +the restiveness of
the intelligentsia, and pressure from the population for
better living standards. The third major area of policy




concern for the new collective leadership was that of
foreign affairs and defense, where there was a manifest
nced to repair the Soviet Union's international position,
not onlyv in the power contest with the West, but also in
the increasingly bitter struggle with Pexing for leader-
stip within the Cecmmunist world itself.

Let us turn then to the manner in which the new Soviet
regime under Leonid Brezhnev and Aleksei Kosygin sought to
cope with the problems confronting it in each of these
broad policy areas, beginning with that of keeping its

collective leadership intact.

A. STATUS OF THE COLLECTIVE LEADERSHIP

As the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime approached the end of
its fifth year, in the autumn of 1969, it was only fair
to say that collective rule in the Soviet Union had
weathered the period since Khrushchev's ouster in better
shape than many observers had thought likely in view of
previous Soviet succession struggles. Whatever internal
maneuvering for power may have taken place within the
top leadership, no single leader had yet managed to thrust
himself conspicuously forward in a bid for personal ascen-

dancy over his fellow oligarchs. Nor did it appear that

any of the leaders, with the possible exc:sption of Brezhrev,

were in a position from which such a bid for dictatorial
power might be made.

Perhaps this meant that the recurrent pattern of one-
man rule characteristic of most of the first half-century
of the Soviet Union's existence had fimally ended, marking

another step in what some students of Soviet affairs regard

a
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as the post-totalitarian evolution of the Soviet system
toward some sort of constitutional political order.1 On
the other hand, perhaps only a temporary equilibrium had
been struck among the handful of collective oligarchs
making up the interlocking directorate of Party and govern-
ment leaders. A major crisis, or the Soviet system's
cumulative failure to cope with basic issues and dilemmas,
could conceivably destroy this equilibrium, thereby re-
viving the prospect that a strong and resourceful leader
with dictatorial ambitions might come to power. As only
time can test the ultimate stability of the collective
leadership arrangements of the post-Khrushchev period,
suffice it to note here some of the principal features

of collective rule thus far.

One of these has been a studied effort to work out a
division of labor within the collective leadership, designed
to achieve both efficiency and harmony while keeping any
individual from gathering too many strands of power into
his own hands. With Brezhnev heading the Party chain of
command and Kosygin the machinery of government and in=-
dustry, other leading posts in the top Party and gcvernment
organs have been parceled out among a small inner circle
of perhaps some twenty oligarchs,2 including such figures
as N. V. Podgornyi, M. A. Suslov, A. P. Kirilenko, D. S.
Polianskii, K. T. Mazurov, F. N. Demichev, and A. N.
Shelepin. Whereas, in the Soviet Union's past experience,
collective leadership arrangements -- notably the sharing
of dual command over the Party and government by Khrushchev
and Malenkov, respectively, in 1953-1954 -« did not endure
for long, it would appear that the distribution of respon-
sibilities in the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime has held up




somewhat better. Certainly, there has been little indication
of any open Party-government rivalry that would pit Brezhnev
and Kosygin directly against each other.

A second noteworthy feature of the present collective
rule has been the rather marked continuity c¢f leadership
at both the top echelon of the system and at broader,

P intermediate levels. As Seweryn 3ialer has pointed out,

Khrushchev's successors not only managed to prevent open
conflict among themselves, but they also avoided a large-
scale turnover of personnel in the ranks of Party and state
officialdom that might have created confusion and uncertainty
during the succession period.3 Reflecting a 'don't rock
the boat' attitude, this stabilization of leadership
cadres was enhanced at the 23rd Party Congress, in April
1966, by the repeal of provisions in the Party statutes
requiring periodic turnover of officials and by the
tightening of Party membership requirements.4 Although
in the aggregate no wholesale changes have occurred in
the composition of the leadership -- a factor which has
had the important incidental effect of closing the top
political echelon to younger men and thus creating a
generation gap of sorts -- there has been considerable
movement up and down thc official 1adder.5 An attempt

to trace the shifting fortunes of various individual
leaders would take us beyond the scope of the present
narrative; however, at least two cases merit mention

in terms of a potential threat to the stability of
collective rule.

The first case in point is that of Brezhnev, who,

while apparently possessing few of the attributes of a
contender for one-man charismatic rule, has had the

g i e i—ae
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advantage of operating as head of the Party apparatus, the
traditional springboard to power used by both Stalin
and Khrushchev.6 Brezhnev's stature has grown gradually,
beginning with his assumption of the initiative for major
new agricultural programs in March 1965 and his emergence
as the regime's chief spokesman on such matters as defense.
After the 23rd Party Congress, where Brezhnev became the
second man in Soviet history to be accorded the title of
"General Secretary' of the Party,7 his star rose still
furcher. B

Toward the end of 1966 there were even a few small
signs that a Brezhnev ''cult" might be forming, as his
sixtieth birthday, in December, was celebrated with
accolades beyond those tendered to any other member of
the collective oligarchy, and his wartime record was the
object of fulsome praise by a Politburo colleague.8

Brezhnev's standing as primus inter pares within the col-

lective leadership seemed once again to be publicly
affirmed by the deference with which he was treated at
the celebration of the Soviet Union's fiftieth anniversary,
in November 1967.9

Despite the fact, however, that Brezhnev has gradually
come to overshadow Kosygin, the next most prominent oli-
garch, he has evidently not sought to encrcach upon
Kosygin's area of responsibility or to step far ahead of
the rest of the collective leadership. Rather, he has
seemed to prefer the relatively self-effacing role of a
consensus leader. Whether he may yet one day seek to
aggrandize his own power at the expense of his colleagues

thus remains a question for the future.
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The second individual whose case might point to a
possible threat to stability is Aleksandr Shelepin, a
former head of the Committee for State Security (KGB)
and one of the youngest members of the collective oligarchy.
Because of his association with the secret police, his
later experience in other control activities, and his
alleged 'hardline" leanings, Shelepin was looked upon by
some Western analysts as the potential focal point of a
"conservative" or ''meo-Stalinist' faction within the
regime. Rumors emanating from Soviet sources in the
fall of 1965 that Shelepin was maneuvering to replace
Brezhnev as head of the Party apparatus gained some
substance in December 1965, when the Party-State Control
Committee of which he was chairman was abolished and
Shelepin was also deprived of his post as Deputy Chairman
of the Council of Ministers.lo Subsequent demotions of
several men considered to be Shelepin's protégés, in-
cluding V. S§. Tikunov, V. E. Semichastnyk, and N. G.
Egorychev,11 further pointed to the possibility that
action was being taken to suppress an internal resistance
originating in a coterie sympathetic to Shelepin's hard
lipe.

By the fall of 1968, although Shelepin's own polit-
ical destiny remained quite uncertain, there was cumulative
evidence, as we shall see, that a factional rivalry had
been developing within the leadership over opposing policy
approaches. While by no means such as to suggest that
a breakdown of collective rule was imminent, the situation
did serve as a reminder that Soviet elite politics were
perhaps less tranquil than the outward stability of the

collective leadership would indicate.




Finally, perhaps the most distinctive characteristic
of collective rule as exercised by the Brezhnev-Kosygin
regime during its first five years in office was a gradual
drift toward deepening conservatism and orthodoxy. At
the beginning, the post-Khrushchev oligarchy appeared
merely to be given to the cautious and colorless pursuit
of what might be called consensus politics, both as a
device for reducing friction within the leadership and
as a pragmatic way of dealing with policy problems. 1In
contrast to Khrushchev and his bold style of "assaultism"
and innovation from above, his successors deliberately
stressed delovitost' -- business-like behavior -- as the
hallmark of their approach.12 Initially, this expressed
itself in realistic stocktaking and the setting of
feasible short-term goals, especially in the economic
realm.13

As time went on, however, the collective leadership
revealed itself increasingly as an oligarchy of conser-
vative bureaucrats, who were not only distrustful of
arbitrary innovation from above, as under Khrushchev, but
fearful also of pressure for liberal reform from Soviet
intellectuals below. Although the shift toward a rigidly
defensive orthodoxy did not necessarily lead to immobilism
and policy paralysis, it did produce an ample quota of
unimaginative measures and ambivalent policy positions
which might not answer to the dynamic requirements of
long-term development. Indeed, as events at home and
abroad tested the quality of Soviet collective rule, per-
haps the salient question which emerged was whether the
bureaucratic oligarchs in the Kremlin would prove capable

of finding fresh and constructive solutions to the problems
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facing the Soviet Union in an eee of pervasive change, or
whether they would simply seek to maintain themselves in
power by reverting to the orthodox habits and sterile
methods of the past.

B. DOMESTIC POLICY: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS

On the home front, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime found
it necessary initially to devote a large share of its
energies to improving the performance of the economy and
redefining the Party's role in the supervision of economic
activity. Among the regime's first significant measures
affecting the Soviet economy was the elimination, in
November 1964, of Khrushchev's bifurcated Party organi-
zation which had put Party apparatchiki directly into

industrial and agricultural operations.14 Besides removing
a source of internal friction between the industrial and
the agricultural wing of the Party apparatus, this decision
seemed to be aimed at restoring Party officials to their
former role of overseeing and checking the production-
technical-economic experts instead of engaging directly
in economic tasks.ls

Other early moves in the economic field, such as the
cutback of the more grandiose parts of Khrushchev's chemical
industry expansion plan,16 suggested an awareness by the
new regime that resources had been spread too thin in
Khrushchev's time and that a more realistic approach was
called for that would match available resources with the
most pressing requirements. The chief development reflect-
ing this need for a shift of resources was the new agri-
cultural program announced by Brezhnev in March 1965.17

It involved, among other things, a planned investment of
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71 billion rubles in agriculture over the next five vears.

plus greater incentives to peasants and the reduction of
state quotas upon collective farms. At about the same
time, the regime initiated administrative steps toward
better centralized control over resources by doing away
with the State Committees, set up under Khrushchev's 1957
economic decentralization scheme, and returning to the
system of centralized ministries for industrial management, %

especially within the cluster of defense industries.18

1. The Economic Reform Program

The task of revitalizing the Soviet economy demanded

a good deal more, however, than merely improving control
over the use of resources. From about 1958 on, there had
been both a marked slowdown in the rate of economic growth
and a sharp rise in the capital-output ratio.19 Together,
these were disturbing signs of an unhealthy trend, which
minor administrative tinkering with the economy was un-
likely to correct. Rather, the situation called for major
reforms that would boost productivity and efficiency,
stimulate the introduction of new technology, and provide
for the orderly growth of all sectors of the economy.

Against this background the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime,
in September and October 1965, came up with a series of
corrective measures and reforms that represented, potentially
at least, a significant departure from past ''command economy"
practice.20 These reforms, which completed the dismantling
of Khrushchev's industrial-administrative structure, were

designed to place more authority in the hands of centralized

ministries in Moscow and at the same time to provide for
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greater exerclse of initiative and independence at local
management levels -- aims seemingly difficult to reconcile
with each other. The new program proposed in the fall of
1965 also envisaged the use of profitability, market de-
mand, interest. and other devices adapted from capitalist
economics to improve Soviet economic performance. Initially
these ''rationalizing' iunovations, many growing out of
suggestions first broached in the latter part of the
Khrushchev period by such economic reformers as Evsei
Liberman and A. M. Birman, were to be tried out in the
consumer industry sector before being extended to other
areas of the Soviet econcmy.21 Toward the end of 1968,

the shift of enterprises to the new system of planning,
management, and incentives had affected about 25,000 enter-
prises accounting for about 70 per cent of the country's
output, according to the Soviet Union's chief economic
planner.

How successful the Soviet economic reforms may ulti-
mately prove to be in speeding up economic growth and
promoting greater resilience in the traditionally heavy-
industry-oriented Soviet economy remains to bz seen. Nu-
merous difficulties, including those of working out the
kind of realistic pricing cystem on which meaningful profit
criteria must rest, have attended the reform program, which
on the whole has been less impressive in practice than on
paper.

Most Western observers tend to agree that the present
reforms must be carried a good deal further if they are to
produce a real economic revolution in the Soviet Union,
but opinions differ on how likely this is to happen.

Some observers, for example, have emphasized the dilemma

TT—
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created for Soviet economic planning by the attempt to
combine market mechanisms with arbitrary centralized
control;24 others have pointed out that Soviet economics
has shown a considerable ability to make pragmatic adjust-
ments to the neede of the times, and that the Soviet Union
is also in a position to learn from reform schemes pioneered
in East Europe.25 At any rate, although one cannot predict
where the economic reforms of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime
may ultimately lead -- as concerns either their contri-
bution to the solution of fundamental economic problems

or their political and social impact on Soviet life26 --

it is apparent that a short-term improvement of the eco-
nomic situation did occur after the new regime came to

power .

2. Upturn in Economic Per formance

Thanks in part to good harvests in all but one year
of the 1964-1968 period, including an all-time record
grain harvest of around 170 million metric tons in 1966,27
the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime was able to take credit for
an upturn in the over-all performance of the Soviet econ-
omy. According to figures released at a Supreme Soviet
session in Moscow just prior to the Soviet Union's fiftieth
anniversary celebration, in the fall of 1967, the annual
rates of growth for such key categories as national income
and industrial and agricultural output had risen somewhat
above the levels recorded during the latter years of Khru-
shchev's rule, with the average annual growth rate of
"mational income,'" for example, reaching 7.2 per cent in
1966-1967, as against 5.7 per cent for the period 1961-

1965.28
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Western analyses of Soviet economic performance, inci-
dentally, show that the growth record under the Brezhnev-
Kosygin regime in the three-year period 1965-1967 did not
surpass the growth rate of Khrushchev's latter years to
the extent suggested by the Soviet-released figures. 1In
terms of gross national product (a method of measurement
different from the Soviet concept of ''national income'),
the Western estimates show an average growth rate of about
5.8 per cent for 1965-1967, and about 4.9 per cent for
1962-1964, the last three years of the Khrushchev period.29
Nevertheless, even though the average growth rate may have
flattened out more than Soviet authorities would like to
admit, the upturn was sufficient to enable the Brezhnev-
Kosygin regime to view with some optimism the prospect of
meeting planned performance goals for 1970, the terminal
year of the eighth Five-Year-Plan.ao Although the goals
outlined in this plan were considerably scaled down by
the new rulers from those projected earlier by Khrushchev,31
their attainment obviously would reflect favorably upon
the economic stewardship of the present regime, and prob-
ably would help to strengthen its political position at
home and abroad.

Despite some improvement on the economic front during
its first years in office, however, the Soviet leadership
was still beset with many problems that grew out of both
the uneven past development of the Soviet economy and the
increasing demands placed upon it by a modernized society.
The pressure in favor of the long-deferred investment
needed to reduce the lag in such neglected sectors of the

economy as agriculture, housing, and consumer goods aggra-

vated the perennial competition for resources as it
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threatened the interests of the traditionally favored
claimants, heavy industry and defense. One indication
of this sharpening competition for resources came from
Dinitrii Polianskii, the Party leader charged with over-
seeing the agricultural program, who twice in 1967 stated
that the good harvest of 1966 had ''gone to the heads of
some comrades' who were 'beginning to argue'" that agri-
cultural investment could be cut back to permit diverting
resources to other claimants.32 Polianskii's admonit-.on
that such arguments should '"be nipped in the bud' appar-
ently did not carry the day, however, for lobbying on be-
half of heavy industry continued in the Soviet press.
Moreover, at the Supreme Soviet session of October 1967,
the advocates of uninterrupted agricultural growth suffered
a slight setback; although some increase in agricultural
investment was announced, it was below the level required
to meet the five-year goals originally staked out by
Brezhnev in 1965.34

At the same session of the Supreme Soviet it also was
made known that the percentage increase in the production
of consumer goods would be slightly greater in 1968 than
that of producer goods,35 a notable reversal of traditional
priority, which some Western observers attributed to in-
flationary pressure created by the fact that incomes were
rising at a faster rate than was the supply of consumer
gcods.36 Meanwhile, however, this concession to consumer
expectations was accompanied by the announcement of a
15 per cent increase in defense allocations for 1968, and
the possibility of an even larger boost in military spend-
ing was suggested by expansion of the '"unattributed" ex-

penditure residual in the state budget, much of which is
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generally believed tc cover unannounced defense outlays.37

Besides attesting to the continued strong claim of the
military establishment upon Soviet resources, a question
we shall take up more fully in a later chapter, the in-
crease in defense allocations also pointed up what is
probably one of the more perplexing problems on the Soviet
leadership's economic agenda.

In attempting to alliocate resources so as to meet
three pressing sets of requirements ~- the satisfaction of
consumer needs, military and defense industry claims, and
over-all economic growth -- the regime must decide what
tradeoffs among the three will best serve its policy. The
more it directs investment toward the first two categories,
the less remains for the third, and the regime's failure
to promote a high rate of economic growth, in turn, could
jeopardize the attainment of its economic goals for 1970.38
The difficulty of adjusting these conflicting priorities
was doubtless among the factors that delayed formal raci-

fication of a '"final version'" of the eighth Five-Year-Plan.

C. DOMESTIC POLICY: CONTROL OF SOCIAL AND CULTURAL CHANGE

Coming to power at a time of quickening social and
cultural change in Soviet society, the Brezhnev-Kosygin
regime inherited the problem -- already grown serious in
Khrushchev's time -- of keeping such change under control.
Essentially, this was for the ruling Communist elite the
dual problem of how to insure discipline and conformity on
the one hand while at the same time encouraging the kind
of initiative and creativity needed to make a modern
society tick. 1In the economic realm, as we have seen,

the regime sought to deal with this dilemma by adopting

sl o
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reforms intended to combine centralized ministerial author-
ity with greater independence and initiative at local manage-
ment levels., With respect to the social and intellectual
sectors of Soviet society, a somewhat analogous attempt

to find a workable blend of imposed conformity and con-
structive participation also characterized the initial
approach of the post-Khrushchev regime. Unfortunately. as
time went on, the emphasis tended to shift to the first

element of this combination.

- 1, Social Problems and Control Measures

Soviet life has produced a variety of social problems
that, theoretically, should never have arisen in a Communist
society or should at least be on the decline at this stage
of its development. However, as Soviet authorities them-
selves complain, many of these troublesome problems seem
to be on the rise. One category includes the dodging of
"socially u~-ful labor,' :7idespread alcoholism, and the
growth of crime and "hooliganism,'" the last ranging from
theft of state property to crimes cf sex and violence,
often involving gangs of wayward youths.39

Particular concern also has been expressed by repre-
sentatives of the Soviet "establishment' over a second
category of problems, perhaps best described as tendencies
among the younger generation that reflect the voung people's
alienetion, in one form or another, from present-day Soviet
society. These tendenciecs, some of which seem akin to the
questioning of established ways and values by youth else-
where, include indifference to Marxism-Leninism as a

repository cf answers to the main problems of life,ao
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aversion to military ser'vi.ce,z‘1 growing resistance to the
appeal of Komsomol member:shi.p,"2 and the incursion of
"bourgeois values and ideology' into the thinking of
Soviet youth.a3

The official response to these problems has taken
various forms, which can perhaps be roughly divided irc:c
coercive and constructive efforts to improve sccial con-
trol. 1In the first category, one of the Brezhnev-¥asygin
regime's early measures was the revision, in September
1965, of the "antiparasite law' of 196l. The revised law
provided that persons who '"avoid socially useful labor
and have an antisocial, parasitic way of life" could be
assigned to mandatory labor in their home locality,,ﬁut
it eliminated the feature of the previous law that rendered
such people subject to deportation.44 This was followed
in July 1966 by stiffer decrees, which strengthened the
power and authority of the police (militia) and included
the replacement of the Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD)
by a new central body called the Ministry for Protection
of Public Order, or MOOP.*’

These moves toward more rigorous law enforcement
seemed to downgrade the role of voluntary social organs,
like the "comrades' courts," which had been encouraged in
Khrushchev's time. The new laws did not, however, impinge
on the functions of the secret police. The powers of the
latter, as during Khrushchev's administration, continued
to be under rather close Party control, although a campaign
to restore the public image of the KGB as the defender of
Soviet security against foreign intelligence operations
was launched soon after the new regime took over. Later,

with the growing official concern over intellectual protest
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at home and potential infection from the reform ferment
in East Europe, the KGB gradually was given greater free-
dom of action against domestic dissent.

Parallel with more stringent laws and disciplinary
measures, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime launched an exten-
sive effort toward better social control, especially over
youth, through educational reforms and indoctrination.
These measures included an overhaul of the educational
system and creation of a new, centralized USSR Ministry
of Education,4 the revision of propaganda and recreation
programs aimed at Soviet youth,47 and appeals to military
veterans to take a more active part '"in the indoctrination
of young people in the revolutionary, militant and working
traditions of the Soviet people."48 A new military service
law, introduced in 1967, also apparently sought to expose
a larger slice of the country's youth to the virtues of
"patriotic education'" within the armed forces.

Another development in the social sector that re-
ceived at least some encouragement under the Brezhnev-
Kosygin regime was recognition of the need for greater use
of sociological research in dealing with social problems
that had not yielded to standard Marxist-Leninist remedies.
The founding in February 1965 of the Institute of Concrete
Social Research in Leningrad was an example of new interest
in developing empirical sociological research techniques.
However, the reluctance of Party officialdom to allow the
social sciences to compete with Marxism-Leninism, ''the
only scientific teaching' about society, was alsc ¢vident
from the oucset.49 Later, as the Party's concern over
ideological erosion in the Soviet Union increased, the

question of making better use of Soviet social science
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hecame one of the issues in the struggle of the liberal
intelligentsia for greater freedom of expression and rve-
form from within the Soviet system -= the subject to which

we shall turn next.

2. The New Regime and Soviet Intellectual Dissent

In the intellectual sector of Soviet society, the
new regime's need to make more effective use of the creative
intelligentsia has come into recﬁrrent conflict with its
demands for conformity from Soviet intellectuals. The
situation here has been complicated by the regime's differ-
ing artictudes toward the scientific-technical and the
cultural-artistic intelligentsia. 1In general, the regime
has seemed to feel that the first group should be encour-
aged to play a more vigorous role in Soviet affairs and
to explore new paths, especially in the fields of science
and technology, for the sake of promoting efficiency and
innovation. Yet, at the same time, the leadership appar-
ently has not allowed similar latitude to the second group,
preferring that it be constrained to avoid the kind of
intellectual inquiry and artistic expression that might
challenge the Party's authority and monopoly of power or
run counter to Marxist-Leninist concepts of society.

The regime has found it difficult, however, to
maintain such a neatly compartmentalized approach to the
Soviet intellectual community. 'Conservative' as well
as "liberal' elements are represented in both subdivisions
of the intelligentsia, the scientific-technical and the
cultural-artistic. While the more numerous and bureau-

cratically better-entrenched conservatives can be regarded
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as the natural allies of the regime, a scattering of
"liberal-minded" intellectuals from both groups appear
to have taken up the case for greater freedom of ex-
pression and reform from within, thus posing for the
governing establishment the delicate problem of how to
deal with dissenters whose professed aim is to make the
Soviet system work better,

After the new regime took office in 1964, there were
several periods when the liberal intelligentsia enjoyed
relative freedom to air its viewpoint, but each permissive
phase was followed by a fresh effort of the authorities
to enforce conformity. By mid-1967, the drive for con-
formity had clearly become dominant., One of the periods
of tolerance lasted from the spring to the fall of 1965,
when Soviet intellectuals drew encouragement from such
developments as the repudiation of Lysenkoism; the
demotion of L. E. Il'ichev, a strongly orthodox supervisor
of ideological affairs; and the publication of two notable
articles by Pravda's newly-appointed editor, A. M. Rumiantsev,
which stressed the formula of "freedom for creativity."so
During this half-year, the liberal intelligentsia pressed
its case for a more realistic portrayal of Soviet society
and its shortcomings, and there was an outburst of experi-
mental literary and dramatic production, with avant-garde
journals such as Novyi mir taking the lead in publishing
the works of young or previously banned writers.51 In
the fall of 1965, however, the pendulum began to swing
the other way. The liberal-minded Rumiantsev was removed
from the editorship of Pravda in early October, about the
same time that conservative proponents of a hard cultural

policy, including S. P. Trapeznikov, launched a strong
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attack on liberal tendencies.52 Another ominous note
for the liberal intelligentsia was the arrest, in late
September, of authors A. D. Siniavskii and Yuli Daniel,
whose conviction, in February 1966, for having published
abroad a fictional satire on Stalinism was to atand as a
warning against attempts to evade literary censorship.s3
Throughout 1966 and early 1967, as the harsh disci-
plinary action against Siniavskii and Daniel cast a pall
over the cultural scene and the liberals became the tar-
gets of dogmatist broadsides in the magazine Oktiabr',sa
most of the liberal intellectuals, or at least the more
prominent among them, remained silent. The chief ex-
ceptlion perhaps was an unprecedented letter of protest
reportedly sent to the Kremlin by twenty-five leading
scientists and writers on the eve of the 23rd Party
Congress, warning that any attempt to rehabilitate
Stalin's reputation at the Congress might provoke
"33 By the
spring of 1967, however, spokesmen for the liberal view-

"serious dissension within Soviet society.

point again began to make their voices heard, apparently
encouraged by the demotion of several orthodox hardliners
in the Party hierarchy, including V. E. Semichastny, the
head of the KGB.

One well-known voice of protest was that of novelist
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, who at the Fourth USSR Writers'
Congress, in May 1967, circulated a petition against
censorship in general, and criticizing the KGB, in
particular, for confiscating some of his unpublished
manuscripts in 1965.56 Another volice was that of poet

Andrei Voznesenskii, who in early July drew applause

from a Moscow theater audience for a poem on the adverse
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effect of censorship on creative contributions to society,
and who later that month sent a letter to Pravda denouncing
literary officials who prevented his appearance at a poetry

reading in New York.57

Although prominent figures from
the Soviet artistic world had thus again joined the cul-
tural debate, the liberal argument in the summer of 1967
was also sounded by social scientists and journalists,
and in at least one case by a distinguished natural
scientist.

In June and July, a number of articles called for
better use of Soviet social science, attributing its
backwardness to intellectual stagnation of the ''not too
distant past,'" and urging that Soviet sociologists be
allowed to address themselves to 'real social problems'
and to play a greater role 'in changing the very structure
of society" instead of merely helping the regime to impose
social controls.58 A recurrent theme was that the interests
of communism would best be served by frank analysis of
difficulties encountered by the Soviet system, and that
attempts to curb the creative work of artists and other
intellectuals by narrow fiat raised the danger of ''sub-
jective" decisions.59 But perhaps the most eloquent plea
for intellectual freedom came from a leading Soviet physi-
cist, Professor Andrei D. Sakharov, whose privately
circulated essay calling for enlightened reform of the
Soviet system appeared in print only in the West.60

Official reaction to the round of liberal argument
in the summer of 1967 was not lcng in coming. On July 8,

an unsigned editorial in Komsomol'skaia pravda repudiated

the more liberal articles published in that newspaper

during June and called for stricter Party control over

R

b s e e




~24-

intellectual expression.61 Rumors circulated in Moscow
to the effect that new pressures had been brought against
writers who supported Solzhenitsyn's protest, and that
various editors sympathetic to the liberal viewpoint had
lost their posts; they included the editor of Komsomol'-
skaia pravda and an official who had authorized the publi-
cation of historian A. M. Nekrich's contentious 1941.
22 iiunia, a book highly critical of Stalin's mistakes.

62

In Avgust, the Party Central Committee issued a decree
condemning departures from Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy,
especially in the social sciences.63

For a brief interval during the fall of 1967, while
attempts were being made to convey an image . f domest ic har-
mony in connection with the Soviet Union's fiftieth anniver-
sary celebration,64 the regime managed to keep the 1lid on
further intellectual controversy. However, this momentary
truce was broken in December 1967, with the renewal of an
open campaign of criticism and ridicule aimed at various
libaral literary figures.65 Soon thereafter, it became
apparent that a new and harsher crackdown on liberal
dissent was under way, as events stemming from the earlier
Daniel-Siniavskii affair came to a head in Moscow. There,
in January 1968, a 30-year-old poet, Aleksandr Ginsburg,
and three young codefendants66 were tried and convicted
after almost a year of imprisonment on charges of '"agitation
aimed at subverting or weakening the Soviet regime,' charges
based on their having compiled a 'white book' on the Daniel-
Siniavskii case and having helped to edit an underground

literary journal, Phoenix 1966.

The trial, conducted under circumstances which showed

the crude hand of the KGB,67 aroused a measure of protest
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in the Soviet Union that the regime doubtless found dis-
quieting. The first critical voice to be heard was that
of Pavel M. Litvinov, a 30-year-old physicist and grand-
son of the late Foreign Minister Maksim Litvinov. He not
only spoke out on behalf of fair play for the Ginsburg
defendants, but also braved the KGB by making an unautho-
rized disclosure of closed-door proceedings that had taken
place in September 1967 against three youths sentenced for
leading a street demonstration against the detention of
Siniavskii and Danie].68 On the heels of Litvinov's action,
which cost him his job and may have placed his future in
jeopardy, several hundred persons representing a rather
broad segment of the Soviet intelligentsia signed petitions
of protest against the Ginsburg trial,69 including a public
appeal addressed to the Budapest conference of Communist
parties in late February 1968.70 Alchough indicating a
widespread disposition among Soviet intellectuals to
reject the official version of the Ginsburg affair, even
at considerable risk to themselves, these protests did
not bring a relaxation of pressure against the liberal
irteliigentsia.

On the contrary, the regime's concern about noncon-
formity at home apparently began to merge with fear that
the reform ferment from developments then unfolding in
Czechoslovakia might spill over into the Soviet Union.72
The result was a series of sterner steps to enforce
discipline upon the Soviet intellectual communitv. Some
of the Soviet scientists who had signed protests against
the Ginsburg trial were expelled from the Party, and
others were told to toe the line or lose their privileged

7 . .
status. 3 "Last warnings' were issued to a number of




- e —— A Cr O g A S SR T & o
S T T e R e s A DA I T ISR TR S

«26=

E persons to cease talking with foreign correspondents, part
! of a general curtailment of contacts between Soviet citi-
i zens and the foreign colony in Moscow.74 The press also
took a hard line toward the dissent evoked by the January
trial; 1its position was typified by a Pravda article
in March which compared the defendants with "Trotskyite"
and other ''renegade' elements purged in the 1930s, and
charged that 'bourgeois propaganda' was trying to use the
trial to discredit the Soviet system.75

In late March, the regime's new efforts to combat
diss idence among Soviet intellectuals received an author-
itative stamp when Brezhnev made a speech calling for
"{iron discipline' in Party ranks and indicating that writers
and scientists who failed to shun '"the praise of our
ideological opponents' and were not 'ready to work for
the well-being of their homeland" could not 'expect

immunity,"

This speech, and a resolution adopted at a
Central Committee plenum in early April, set the stage
for a new tightening of ideological controls in the Soviet
Union and a massive propaganda campaign against what Soviet
authorities chose to describe as ''subversive" efforts by
the West aimed at ''undermining socialist society from
within."76

In October 1968, the arrest and conviction of Pavel
Litvinov and four other intellectuals for having staged
a public protest against the Czechoslovak invasion added
another dreary chapter to the mounting campaign for orthodox
conformity, amidst which an occasional brave voice of pro-
test could be heard.77 Although the 1issues that lay be-
neath the restiveness of an articulate segment of the

Soviet intellectual community were not likely to be
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resolved by either fiat or propaganda, the outlook for
reform through critical protest was not bright at the
beginning of 1969, for the repressive campaign against
intellectuals had become part of a more pervasive trend
toward what might be described as neo-Stalinism.78 At

best, this seemed to suggest that the liberal wing of the
intelligentsia faced further intimidation before its pro-
tests against narrow conformity could again be countenanced.
At the worst, it meant that official sanctions and lack of
general public support were gradually forcing the protesting
intellectuals to resign themselves to the futility of trying

to improve the system from within.79

D. TRENDS IN FOREIGN POLICY

In keeping with its general style of eschewing flam-
boyant personal initiatives, the collective leadership
team under Brezhnev and Kosygin apparently set out to con-
duct Soviet foreign policy in somewhat more sober and
restrained a fashion than had been the case under Khrushchev.
1f the new leaders were dissatisfied with the Soviet Union's
position in foreign affairs as they found it in the fall of
1964, they did not immediately advertise the fact by criti-
cizing either Khrushchev's general line of "peaceful co-
existence' or specific policies initiated by him. Rather,
their approach seemed to be based on a resolve to work
patiently for improvement of the Soviet Union's economic
potential and its military position vis-3-vis the United
States, while avoiding unsettling initiatives like those
that Khrushchev had undertaken in Berlin and Cuba.

Paradoxically, however, though the new leaders may

have taken office hoping to concentrate their energies on
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economic and other tasks at home rather than raise fresh
issues abroad, they soon found that foreign policy problems
had sought them out. Of the more immediate issues thrust
upon the new leadership, the first was an impending show-
down in the Sino-Soviet conflict, posed by Khrushchev's
timetable for a conference of Communist parties in Moscow
at the end of 1964, which presumably he had called in
preparation for reading Peking out of the world Communist
movement.80 The second issue, or, more accurately, a whole
series of issues. grew out of the increased American com-
mitment to the war in Vietnam, beginning in mid-February
1965 on the heels of Kosvgin's visit to Hanoi. Among

cther things, the extencion of American air attacks *o
North Vietnam ended th sanctuary customarily enjoyed by
established Communist regimes, thus bringing the Soviet
leaders face to face with the uncomfortable question of
having to honor obligations for the defense of a client
Communist state far from the continental base of Soviet
military power.

The Soviet response in each of these instances sug-
gested that. while the Brezhnev-Kosgyin regime was eager
to steer clear of any sharp new crisis in its relaticns
with China and the United States, it was not prepared to
make fundamertal oncessicns involving the Soviet Union's
political interest and prestige for the sake of reaching
a compromise with either its Communist or its capitalist

adversary.,

1. The Soviet Position in the Sino-Soviet Dispute

in the Sino-Sovie* case, the new regime initially

sought to get off a collision course with Peking by
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deferring the December 1964 preparatory meeting of Commu-
nist parties to March 1965 and changing it to a '"consulta-
tive" session.81 This and other gestures aimed at moder-
ating the Sino-Soviet polemics failed, however, to mollify
Peking, which made clear that its price for harmony was
a basic reversal of Soviet policies, a price the Soviet
leaders were not willing to pay. As early as November
1964, for example, in a twelve-point editorial on Khru-
shchev's fall, the Chinese emphasized that they wanted
nothing less of his successors than repudiation of the
whole of Khrushchev's 'revisionist' foreign and domestic
policies.82 In March 1965, Soviet overtures for an end
to open polemics were flatly rejected in an editorial in
which the Chinese again demanded Soviet capitulation on
all major issues and charged that the new Kremlin leaders
had taken over Khrushchev's ''revisionist" line lock, stock,
and barrel.83

Although the Soviet leadership may have been tempted
to repay Chinese intransigence in kind, and in fact did
occasionally reiax its self-imposed ban on polemics,
it was careful on the whole not to allow itself to be
drawn into untimely or ill-considered moves against Peking.
The latter's stock in the world Communist movement was not
helped by setbacks suffered by some of its clients, such
as Ben Bella's fall from power in Algeria and the abortive
coup in Indonesia in the autumn of 1965. By sticking to
tactics of minimum retaliatory invective and appealing
for "unity" within the Communist camp in support of
North Vietnam, the Soviet regime gained ground steadily
at Peling's expense throughout 1965 and 1966, as under-
scored by the virtual isolation of the Chinese at the

23rd Party Congress in Moscow, in April 1966.85
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The Soviet position was strengthened further with the
onset of Mao's '"cultural revolution'" in China, the excesses
of which added lustre to the "moderate™ Soviet posture
in the eyes of most Communist bystanders to the dispute.

By the autumn of 1966, the Soviet leaders had contained
Peking's influence to the point that they felt it profic-
able to revive the idea of a conference of Communist par-
ties.86 Thereafter, Moscow's lobbying for such a conference
was coupled, in 1967 and early 1968, with increasingly open
attacks on 'Mao Tse-tung and his clique,"87 which suggested
that the Kremlin leaders had finally given up all hope of
reconciliation with Mao's regime and were now willing to
encourage any dissident Party factions in China that might

"

seek his overthrow. 1Indeed, one of the ''theses" issued
by the CPSU in 1967 to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary
of the Soviet Union included what amounted to an open
invitation to the Chinese Communist Party to break with
Mao's "ruinous policy."88

As these political attacks on Maolst rule sharpened,
Sino-Soviet relations in general grew more strained. 1In
the summer of 1967, a series of '"provocations' against the
Soviet Embassy in Peking drew strong protest from Moscow
about "hostile acts 2gainst Soviet diplomats," and through-
out the year there were recurrent allegations of border
incidents from both sides.89 The detention by the Chinese
of a Soviet ship at Dairen in August 1967, and of another
bound for Vietnam in April 1968, added further irritants.
Meanwhile, trade between the two Communist rivals declined
steadily, and had reached an all-time low by early 1968.90

In February 1968 the Soviet Union's two-year-long

effort to arrange a world conference of Communist parties
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moved closer to success, when an advance ''consultative''
session of some sixty parties was convened in Budapest.,
At this conference, despite Rumania's walkout, the Soviet
leadership again managed to demonstrate Mao's isolation
from the rest of the world Communist movement. It accom-
plished this, not by threatening to excommunicate China,
as Khrushchev had done, but by emphasizing the need for
"unity" against alleged '"imperialist aggression,' and by
letting Peking's refusal to have any part of an ecumenical
Communist gathering speak for itself.

To sum up, it can be said that the B ezhnev-Kosygin
leadership's handling of the Sino-Soviet dispute up to
early 1969 succeeded in loosening Peking's ties to a num-
ber of Communist iregimes, including those of North Korea
and North Vietnam, and in putting China on the defensive
within most of the world Communist movement. Measured
against the situation at the time of Khrushchev's ouster,
these were achievements from which the Brezhnev-Kosygin
regime could derive considerable satisfaction. At the
same time, the picture was by no means unclouded. If
Maoist rule in China were to become firmly consolidated
and to remain so even after Mao's death, Moscow could
look forward to a long period of deep Chinese hostility.
Conversely, there was the danger that a breakdown of
Party rule under Mao might imperil the very existence of
the Communist system in China, a danger which Moscow pro-

fessed to see in the situation.91 Finally, as suggested

by the exchange of unprecedentedly bitter propaganda broad-

sides that followed new clashes between Soviet and Chinese
border guards on an jJsland in the Ussuri River in March

1969, it even seemed possible that future Sino-Soviet
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relations would bring an outright military collision be-
tween the two countries.92 This, of course, would shatter
one of the fundamental dogmas of Marxist-Leninist theory,
namely, that war is a product of the capitalist order,

unthinkable between fraternal Communist states.

2. The New Regime's Reassertion of an Interest in the

Vietnam WYar

During most of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime's first
four years in office, issues growing out of the war in
Vietnan madé themselves felt increasingly in the conduct
of Soviet foreign policy. Besides calling for enlarged
commitment of Soviet resources to the support of Hanoi
and sharpening debate within the Soviet leadership over

hardline versus moderate policies abroad, the Vietnam

conflict alsc created propaganda and political opportunities

of which the Soviet Union sought to take advantage in 1its
relations with Europe, largely to the detriment of the
détente with the United States that had been achieved
under Khrushchev. Until the attention of the Soviet
leadership was preempted, in 1968, by the emergence of

a reformist movement in Czechoslovakia, with its acute
challenge to the Soviet-dominated order in East Europe,
it is probably fair to say that no set of foreign policy
problems received closer scrutiny in Moscow than those
connected with the conflict in Vietnam.

The new Soviet regime's first manifest step toward
reasserting an interest in the Vietnam situation was
Kosygin's trip to Hanoi with a military aid delegation,
which was announced in Pravda on January 31, 1965. The

reasons for this trip, which seemed to betoken a definite
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departure from Khrushchev's policy of de facto disengage-
ment from the Vietnam problem, are still open to specula-
tion. At least two explanations are consistent with the
assumption that the new Soviet leadership believed at the
time that it was embarking on an approach that carried a
relatively low risk, even though it reversed Khrushchev's
hands~-off attitude toward the Southeast Asia area. One
theory is that the Soviet leaders were persuaded that the
United States was about to write off its commitments in
Souch Vietnam, where the political and military situation
had greatly deteriorated in late 1964 and early 1965, and
that therefore Soviet entry upon the scene could be accom-
plished without much risk of a U.S.-Soviet confrontation

and without serious detriment to their relations elsewhere.

A second explanation, perhaps overlapping the first, is
that the Kosygin mission was meant to reestablish Soviet
influence in Hanoi both to counter Chinese influence and
to exert moderating leverage upon the North Vietnamese,
lest the Hanoi regime be inclined to provoke the United
States into an unnecessarily vigorous reaction.

If the new regime thought that the United States was
on the verge of abandoning South Vietnam and that a dis-
play of Soviet support for Hanoi would entail little risk
of a strong U.S. response, events proved otherwise. The
Viet Cong attacks on Pleiku while Kosygin was in Hanoi
provoked precisely such a response; with the extension of
U.S. bombing to North Vietnam and the increasing commit-
ment of American forces to South Vietnam, the Soviet
leadership discovered that the United States was in fact
prepared to employ its military power to thwart a Communist
takeover in South Vietnam. Likewise, if the Soviet




leadership initially entertained any hopes of prolonging
the détente of 1963-64 so as to be free to deal more effec-
tively with urgent domestic problems, these hopes also

were jolted by the deepening conflict in Southeast Asia,
which caused a growing chill in Soviet-American relations
from early 1965 on.

The steps by which the Soviet Union moved toward a
deeper involvement in Vietnam after February 1965 need
not be traced here. Suffice it to say that having made some
unsuccessful private efforts to induce Hanoi and Peking
to consider negotiation of the crisis,93 Moscow took up
an uncompromising diplomatic stance in the spring of 1965
and thereafter moved toward progressively larger commit-
ment of its political and military resources in support
of the Communist side in Vietnam.ga At the same time,
despite the increased scale of military aid and a coy
reluctance to help bring about a negotizted solution, the
Soviet leadership abstained from a formal commitment of
its own military forces; remaining consistently unwilling
to intervene in the Vietnam hostilities in a fashion that
could involve the Soviet Union in a major confrontation
with the United States.

Soviet hesitancy to play a conspicuous role as a peace-
maker in the Vietnam conflict has sometimes been attributed
to the fear of driviog Hanoi into the arms of Peking.
(Kosygin, in his celebrated talks with Prime Minister
Wilson in London in February 1967, may have stepped
briefly into the peacemaker's role, but he quickly backed
out of it.95) Other factors doubtless entered the picture
also, such as the temptation to exploit the political and

propaganda value of a war whose prolongation was so




<35«

obviously discomfiting to the American government at hone
and abroad. In any event, whatever the reasons that
persuaded the Soviet leadership to eschew a peacemaker's
role, when the diplomatic breakthrough that led to pre-
liminary talks between the United States and North Vietnam
in Paris did come, in the spring of 1968, it was apparently
a U.S. Presidential initiative, not a helping hand from
Moscow, that got the process of negotiation started.96
Although it endorsed the agreement to begin t:alks,97
the USSR showed little disposition to mediate seriously
for their success. Asserting that the United States had
never expected Hanoi to agree to President Johnson's

suggestion of March 31 that talks be held,98 Soviet

spokesmen maintained a generally skeptical attitude

i toward the outcome of the Paris negotiations, taking the
position that 'pre-election propaganda considerations"

had motivated the American offer and that the United States
was still hopeful of attaining a '"military solution' in
Vietnam rather than prepared to 'embark upon the road of

99

political settlement." Besides passing up the oppor-

tunity to interpose
months of the Paris

promise the ''utmost

a moderating voice during the early
talks, the Soviet Union continued to

assistance' to Hanoi's war effort,

and underlined this pledge by signing a new military aid

agreement with North Vietnam in July.loo
Subsequently, the Soviet stance shifted slightly;

in the bargaining which led to President Johnson's

October 31 announcement of a bombing halt and the widening

of the Paris talks, Soviet diplomacy played a discreet

though apparently still minor role.lo1 After the change

of administration in Washington in early 1969, Moscow's
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wait-and-see attitude toward the policies of the new Nixon
Administration extended also to the Paris talks. What
contribution the Soviet Union might be prepared to make

to help break the continuing deadlock at Paris remained,
for the time being, an open question.

Let us return now to some of the effects that the
Vietnam war had upon the general development of Soviet
foreign policy after the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime's decision,
in early 1965, to commit itself to increasing support of

Hanoi.

3. The Impact of Vietnam on Soviet Foreign Policy

The deterioration of the détente, which became a by-
product of the conflict in Vietnam, was accompanied by
a gradual hardening of Soviet foreign policy pronouncements,
manifested in a tendency to softpedal the theme of peaceful
coexistence and to dwell more than before on the danger of
war posed by the '"aggressive forces of imperialism.'" The

downgrading of '"peaceful coexistence,' which began in
102

Pravda editorials in the fall of 1965, was given formal

cognizance at the 23rd Party Congress in 1966 by Brezhnev,
who placed it fourth on a list of six toreign policy pri-
orities, below such goals as strengthening the unity of

the Communist camp and supporting ''mational liberation"
movements in the developing countries.lo3 T increasing
attention to the danger of war ran parallel to this lessen-
ing of emphasis on peaceful coexistence with the "imperi-
alists." Beginnirg in the summer of 1965, both military
and political commentary in the Soviet press took up the

theme that 'the aggressive character of imperialism'" was
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growing, making it ''the most important duty'" of the Soviet
party and other Marxist-Leninist parties ''not to permit an

underevaluation of the danger of war."loA

Thereafter, most
of the top Soviet leaders periodically found it expedient
to express some degree of concern about the possibility of
a major new war, linking this possibility sometimes to the
general worsening of the international situation and some-
times specifically to the danger of escalation by "American
imperialism' in Vietnam.105
As suggested in an earlier chapter, it has often been
important to distinguish between Soviet declaratory utter-
ances on the likelihood of war =-- which serve various pur-
poses of internal argument and external propaganda =-- and
the private convictions of the leadership.106 What the
latter may be in the present regime is, of course, a
speculative matter. This writer is inclined to suppose
that Khrushchev's successors still consider a major war
between the rival systems unlikely -- if not thanks to
benign U.S. intentions then because of a combination of
Soviet nuclear deterrent power and the political forces
generally described as the ''world peace movement.”107
At the same time, however, it is best not to dismiss out
of hand the possibility that the present leaders differ
from their predecessors in their private views on the
danger-of-war issue. They may indeed have come to believe,
as their propaganda has so tirelessly asserted, that
American military intervention in Vietnam and the Dominican
Republic, together with such other matters as the alleged ‘
American backing of the ''Israeli aggressors' and the mili- f

tary junta in Greece, betokened a shift of U.S. policy in

a direction that could involve the major powers in

108
a larger war.
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Certainly, Soviet military preparations under the
Brezhnev-Kosygin regime seem to reflect a gradually rising ;
estimate of the possibility that tensions in the inter-
national arena might cause the Soviet Union to become
involved in armed conflict of one sort or another. Al-
though these preparations have not been in the form of ;
"crash'" programs that would suggest concern over an immi-
nent outbreak of a major war, they have nevertheless re-
quired increased military budget outlays with each succes~
sive year109 -- indicating, among other things, that the
leadership has deemed it prudent to seek a higher level
of military preparedness despite domestic economic demands ;
on Soviet resources. 4

How much of the upward trend in Snviet defense ex-
penditure can be linked to heightened tensions growing
out of the situation in Southeast Asia since early 1965
is difficult to say. As we shall see in a chapter dealing
specifically with the new regime's military policies,
some share of the rising defense outlays can be attributed
to programs to bolster the Soviet strategic posture, doubt- 1
less the result of a post-Cuba reappraisal of the USSR's
strategic position vis-3-vis the Urited States. These
programs, given the lead times involved, presumably were
initiated before the Vietnam crisis grew severe, and they
probably would have been pursued no matter what the turn
of events in Southeast Asia. It would thus seem fair to
say that the arms buildup carried out by the Brezhnev-
Kosygin regime derived its initial momentum less from
the war in Vietnam than from the regime's resclve to alter

the image of a Soviet Union strategically inferior to its

principal Western adversary. At the same time, of course,
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Vietnam underscored what to Moscow probably looked like
hostile aud dangerous American policies, thereby convincing
the leadership of the wisdom of taking measures to strength-
en the Soviet military po-:ture.

The potential effect of these measures on the military
power balance, together with the implications that might
flow from any substantial shift in the balance favorable
to the Soviet Union, will be discussed later.llo As to
the Vietnam war and its influence on Soviet foreign policy,
perhaps one of its principal effects was to sharpen the
regime's problem of deciding between the virtue of a hard
and militant line abroad and that of a policy of restraint
and moderat:ion.111

From the beginning of its tenure, the new ccllective
leadership was marked by a coﬁtroversy between advocates
of what could loosely be described as the "hardline' and
the ''moderate' policy course. The hardline approach im-
lied not only a larger and possibly more dangerous level
of support for Hanoi's war effort but also the adoption
of a tougher attitude on Germany and other European ques-
tions, a more vigorous attempt to extend Soviet influence
in the Middle East and elsewhere in the Third World, and
a further buildup of military forces that probably would
quicken the tempo of the arms race. The moderate line,
on the other hand, implied a willingness to work seriously
for a negotiated solution in Vietnam, and a readiness to
seek an easing of intermational tensions by helping to
promote greater stability in Europe and the Middle East,
by mending Soviet relations with the United States, and
by exploring new appvoaches to bringing the arms race under

control.
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The Vietnam war, of course, was only one of many fac-
tors bearing on the Soviet Union's choice between these
two broad lines of policy. ‘H(.cover, to the extent that
Soviet policy decisions undzi the collective rule cf the
Brezhnev-Kosygin regime have been the product of ''committee
compromise' between hardline and moderate factions within
the leadership,112 the war in Vietnam probably has tended
. to weaken the case of those leadership elements favoring
priority for economic improvement at home and a tension-
easing policy of moderation abroad. Even so, the impact
of the war seems not to have tipped the scales decisively
in favor of advocates of the hard line. 1Indeed, it can
be argued that the greater part of the Brezhnev-Kosygin
regime's foreign policy record testifies to an inability

to pursue a clear-~cut policy line in either direction, at
113

least in dealing with countries outside the Soviet bloc.
In this view, rule by "committee compromise’ has tended
to produce a policv deadlock of sorts, with hard and soft
factions often canceling each other out, leaving the re-

gime to steer a middle, and frequently ambivalent, policy

114
course between the two.

Whatever effect the internal interplay of collective
leadership politics may have had upon the foreign poclicy
decisions of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime, however, it
would appear that the Kremlin has found it particularly
difficult to settle upon an unequivocal policy line toward
the United States, a problem that perhaps reflects the
tangle of conflicting and interdependent interests charac-
teristic of the relationship between thesz +wo global

rivals.




E. SOVIET-AMERICAN RELATIONS

In the period from October 1964 to early 1969, Soviet
policy toward the United States went, first, through a
brief spell of détente inherited from the Khrushchev era;
next, through a three-year period c“ mounting hostility,
punctuated by occasional moments of cooperation; and then
into a phase which saw the tentative renewal of the search
for accommodation between the two superpowers that had
been abruptly set back by the invasion of Czechoslovakia,
in August 1968. During most of this time, the Soviet
leadership exhibited a highly ambivalent attitude toward
the United States.,

On the one hand, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime adopted
an increasingly critical anti-American line quite soon
after coming to power; it turned a cold shoulder to the
periodic U.S. overtures for better relations; it frequently
pictured Vietnam as a total barrier to cooperation; and
it was prone to playing upon divisions in the West between
the United States and its allies that were due, in part,
to the Vietnam conflict. On the other hand, the Soviet
leadership apparently remained persuaded that a complete
freeze in Soviet-U.S. relations would neither force the
abandonment of American pclicy in Vietnam nor serve other
Soviet interests -- least of all that of maintaining the
Soviet Union's tacit '"survival pact' with the United States.
Accordingly, the Kremlin kept open lines of negotiation
with Washington on a number of gpecifc issues, particularly
in the arms control field, and it continued to recognize
a mutual Soviet-American interest in keeping crisis situ-

ations in various parts of the world from developing into
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an armed confrontation between the nuclear superpowers
themselves.

As noted previnusly, a perceptible cooling in Soviet-
U.S. relations first became evident in early 1965, after
a brief interlude during which the Brezhnev-Kusygin regime
had adhered officially to Khrushchev's priority on ''peace-
ful coexistence" and the Unitecd States, in turn, had ex-
pressed the hope of fostering mutual understanding and
cooperative relations with the Soviet Union and East
Europe. Such hopes were expressed, for example, in
President Johnson's State of the Union message of January 4,
1965,115 the first of a number of overtures he was to make
to the new Soviet regime on the theme of East-West ''bridge-
building." One may observe, incidentally, that the be-
ginning of an overtly hostile Soviet stance toward the
United States by the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime came in the
Soviet reaction to this speech -- and not after the ini-
tiation of U.S. bombing attacks against North Vietnam
more than a month later, as often assumed.116

By mid-1965, there was no mistaking that little was
left of the détente in Soviet-U.S. relations which had
carried over from the Khrushchev period. 1In addition to
reviving old charges that the United States was encouraging
the 'revanchist' aspirations of West Germany by sponsoring
the multilateral force (MLF) project which allegedly would
enable Bonn to acquire nuclear weapons, the Soviet leader-
ship began to lay new stress on other aspects of American
policy that it considered inimical to Soviet interests,
especially the growing American military commitment in
Vietnam. From then on, Soviet attacks on American policy

became increasingly sharp, as one spokesman after another
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sought to pin upon "American imperialism' the full respon-
sibility for ''threats to peace' throughout the world and
asserted that only American withdrawal from Vietnam could
halt the deterioration of Soviet-U.S. relations.l17

In the face of this campaign of anti-American invective,
there was little response to Washington's periodic overtures
for better East-West understanding, as illustrated by the
treatment accorded President Johnson's major speech of
October 7, 1966, in favor of a '"bridge-building" policy.
This speech, in which the President called for a return
to the spirit of détente and suggested various steps toward
reconciliation with the Soviet Union and the East European
countries,118 met with a chilly reception in Moscow, where
a week later Brezhnev delivered a public rebuff, stating
that American officials labored under a '"strange and per-
sistent delusion'" if they thought it possible to improve
relations with the USSR and Eastern Europe despite the

conflict in Vietnam.119

1. Negotiations on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Other
Matters

Although such dramatic American diplomatic initiatives
as the bridge-building speech of October 1966 and President
Johnson's téte-3-téte with Premier Kosygin at Glassboro in
June 1967, during the Arab-Israeli crisis, failed to produce
any notable shift in the Soviet Union's public criticism
of American policy, the Kremlin leadership tacitly demon-
strated in a number of other instances that it was prepared
to deal with the United States on certain specific questions
without making resolution of the Vietnam crisis a pre-

condition for negotiations.
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Thus, for example, the Soviet Union responded to an
American initiative of May 1966 for negotiation of an outer-
space treaty designed to amplify and formalize earlier
understandings on the regulation of space activities,
including the 1963 UN resolution against placing weapons
of mass destruction in orbit. The treaty, negotiations
on which proceeded simultaneously with angry Soviet denun-
ciations of U.S. policy in Europe and Asia, was signed in
almost record time on January 27, 1967, the first multi-
lateral agreement with arms control provisions since the
partial test ban of 1963.120 The renewal of a cultural
exchange agreement between the two countries in March 1966,
a Soviet decision in September 1966 to exchange weather
satellite photos with the United States, and resumption of
talks which in November 1966 led to the signing of an agree-
ment to set up direct commercial flights between the
United States and the USSR,121 were other examples of

matters on which Moscow chose to deal with Washington

in this period.122

But perhaps the most notable manifestation of this
willingness to overlook Vietnam as a barrier to participa-
tion in negotiations with the United States came in con-
nection with the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, a matter
which had been under intermittent discussion in arms control
conferences since 1960. After having insisted, at the
recess of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC)
in the fall of 1965, that the Vietnam situation barred the
way to fruitful negotiation on nonproliferation and other
arms control matters, Soviet spokesmen adopted a different
attitude when the Geneva talks reconvened, in January 1966,

placing new emphasis on the need for a nonproliferation

il




agreement.lz3 The prospect of using a nonproliferation

treaty as a means of blocking German access to nuclear

weapons doubtless counted heavily with the Soviet leaders,
outweighing any risk that their readiness to explore the
subject anew would be construed as unseemly ''collusion" ;
with the United States while the Vietnam war was in pro-
gress.124 At any rate, the ensuing negotiations yielded
their first fruit in August 1967 with the joint U.S.=-

Soviet acceptance of a draft nonproliferation treaty,
complete except for Article III on inspection, which was
left blank.125

Although the nonproliferation talks bogged down for
several months because of unresolved differences over
inspection and the dissatisfaction of various nonnuclear
countries with some aspects of the proposed treaty,126
a joint U.S.-~Soviet draft of a completed trcaty was
presented at Geneva on January 18, 1968, marking yet
another significant step in collaboration despite the
constraints of the war in Vietnam. Amendment of this
draft followed, and a later version was submitted to
the UN General Assembly in March 1968.127 On July 1,
1968, the effort culminated in the signing of the treaty

by the Soviet Union, the United States, Britain, and fifty-
128

ittt

eight other countries.
Thus, although some important nations held out against

signing,129 the nonproliferation negotiations established

a new landmark in the effort to control nuclear weapons.

As regarded the relationship between the two nuclear super-

powers, they demonstrated that neither U.S.-Soviet rivalry

nor the tensions of the Vietnam conflict precluded agree-

ment in a case where both sides presumably perceived a
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treaty as serving important interests, albeit for somewhat
different reasons. The Soviet Union's view of the treaty
as a way to forestall any NATO nuclear-gharing arrangements
with Germany, and its desire to profit from thes political
embarrassment that this might Iintroduce into relations be-
tween the United States and its al)ies,l30 were obviously
not shared by the United States. Hc.rever, the latter's é
primary interest in the treaty as a device for inhibiting

the uncontrolled spread of nuclear weapons so as to reduce
their destabilizing influence upon the international environ-
ment may have been shared to some extent by the Soviet Union.
Perhaps an additional reason why the Soviet Union and the
United States could join in supporting the treaty was that.

for the time being at least, it left each of them free to

pursue unilaterally the military programs by which it

cauld hope to weight the strategic balance in its favor.

2. Soviet Reluctance To Hold ABM Talks

By contrast with their —-eadiuness to pursue uninter-

rupted negotiations o~ tiwe 1 nproliferation treaty even

when Soviet-American relations were at their most frigid
over the Vietnam war, the ,iviet authorities displayed a
marked reluctance to enter talks on another major aims
control issue raised by the United States, namely, a
moratorium on deployment of missile defenses, linked later
with limitations on strategic offensive systems. This issue
came to the fore in early 1967, after U.S. Defense Secretary
Robert S. McNamara had disclosed officially in November

1966 that the Soviet Union had =mbarked on the deployment

of antiballistic missile (ABM) defenses.l3l American hopes
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of persuading the Soviet Union tu reconsider this step
and agree to a mutual freeze on ABM deployment in order
to head off a new and expensive round in the strategic
arms race were voiced by President Johnson in his State
of the Union message of January 1967, along with an
invitation to enter negotiations on the subject.132
Reaction from the Soviet side was both cool and
equivocal, as typified by Kosygin's comments in February,
and again in June 1967, in which he showed no enthusiasm
for an ABM moratorium, but did not slam the door shut on

possible negotiations.l33

There were a few signs at the
time to suggest that the U.S. initiative may have touched
off an ABM policy debate within the Soviet 1eadership,134
which might explain why the Soviet government was slow
to respond formally to the American offer. When, in
September 1967, Secretary McNamara announced with obvious
regret that the United States had decided to go ahead with
deployment of a 'relatively light" and '"Chinese-oriented"
ABM system, later named the "Sentinel" system,135 it was
felt in some quarters that this initiative might end the
Soviet Union's foo:dragging.136
For ithe next ten months, however, neither this move
nor other promptings from the American side had any
perceptible effect in eliciting a formal reply from Moscow.
Not until mid-July 1968, almost a year-and-a-half after
President Johnson's initial bid, did the Soviet leader-
ship finally indicate that it was prepared to discuss
ABM deployment and the related question of strategic
offensive forces. By then, looming troubles within the
Communist world and other factors evidently had persuaded

the Soviet leaders that it was time to seek a new breathing
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]
spell in relations with the United States. Their assent

to missile talks was a signal to this effect. We shall
take up in a moment this and other signals that seemed

to herald the opening of a new diplomatic dialogue between
Moscow and Washington. But first let us turn briefly to
another aspect of limited 'cooperation' in Soviet relations
with the United States that remained relatively unchanged
under Khrushchev's successors even during the most virulent

season of anti-American utterance from Moscow.

3. Soviet-American ''Crisis Collaboration' To Avoid War

If at least one constant feature could be found in
the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime's approach to Soviet-American
relations, it was the recognition that the two powers had
a common interest in avoiding a direct military collision
that could lead to nuclear war -- 4 danger manifestly en-
hanced wherever their respective great-power commitments
might be invoked in a local conflict. Thus, in the various
"hot" crises that developed after they came to power,
Khrushchev's successors, like Khrushchev before them, in
a sense collaborated with the United States to steer clear
of this hazard.

Perhaps the principal example was the case of Vietnam
itself, where both powers sought to sidestep an open con-
frontation despite their deepening stakes in the struggle.
The India-Pakistan war in the autumn of 1965, brought to
a halt after Kosy.in's mediation at Tashkent in early 1966,
provided another occasion for a momentary conjunction of
Soviet and U.S. crisis diplemacy, although the two coun-

tries' parallel interest in dampening this crisis probably
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stemmed less from fear of being drawn into militarv con-
flict with each other than {rom a comrion desire to contain
China.137 The Middle East crisis of May 1967, climaxed bv
the six-day Arab-Israeli war in June, once more demonstrated
that Moscow and Washington saw eye to eye on the necessity
of not allowing local hostilities to develop into a military
showdown between themselves. Doubtless, the very brevity
of the war helped to prevent a direct Soviet-<U.S. con-
frontation, but it is nevertheless significant that at
the height of the fighting both Soviet and American diplomacy
sought to contain the conflict, making the first use of the
"hot line,” among other things, as a means of crisis commnuni-
cation.138

Once the immediate danger of a Soviet-U.S. militarv
entanglement subsided, however, the limits of this mutual
interest in crisis control soon became apparent., Indeed,
Soviet propaganda found it expedient to charge that the
United States had been itching all along to intervene on
the side of the Israeli '"militarists" with the "biz stick"
of the U.S. Sixth Fleet.l39 Bent upon recouping its prestige
in the Arab world and improving its position in the Middle
East, the Soviet Union showed little interest in responding
to American appeals for restoration of stability in the
area and the curbing of another avms buildup. Although
it joined in the November 1967 resolution of the Security
Council to restrict a ''ruinous arms race' in the Middle
East,140 the Soviet Union went ahead with large-scale
arms shipmenrts to put the defeated Arab armies back on
their feet,141 along with other forms of political and

material support of the Arab states that were hardly

likely to promote a stable settlement in the region.

i i -" i
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Eo Also, despite a display of diplomatic restraint during

: the efforts of the United States and the United Nations
near the close of 1967 to mediate a Greek-Turkish quarrel
over Cvprus that threatened to reignite hostilities in
the eastern Mediterranean, the Soviet Union continued to
call for the removal of American military power from the

Mediterranean as one prerequisite for ''solution' of the

t

} problems of peace and security in the Middle East and

[ Europe.

| The Soviet leadership doubtiess found it difficult

to pass up the opportunity to strengthen the USSR's
political-strategic foothold in the Middle East, *?
because it came at a time when British withdrawal from
the region and American preoccupation with Vietnam com=-
bined to reduce the chances that such a Soviet effort
would encounter concerted Western opposition, except in
an acute crisis like that of the six-day war. Somewhat
similarly, with respect to the larger question of Europe
itself, the Soviet leadership apparently also was tempted
to take advantage of a situation which saw the day-to-day
attention of U.S. policymakers increasingly distracted
from the European scene by the war in Vietnam. In any
event, as will be brought out in more detail later in
these pages, the Soviet Union in 1966-1967 gradually
shifted to a more active European diplomacy, perhaps
hopefully calculated to channel the anti-American line

of Charles de Gaulle and other European discontents into
a political force effective enough to briag about a

significant decline in the presence and influence of the

United States in Europe.
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The prospects of making progress in this direction
may have looked rather good to the Kremlin leaders until
the ground began to heave under their own feet in East
Europe. After the early months of 1963, as the reformist
heresy in Czechoslovakia generated a crisis that threatened
to split the Warsaw bloc itself, much of the momentum went
out of the Soviet campaign to detach the United States
from its NATO allies. Now the need to patch up relations
with the United States and to free Moscow for whatever
measures might be required in East Europe apparently
assumed new importance for the Soviet leaders. It was
at this point that they began to explore anew the possi- .
bilities of rapprochement with the United States, al-
though the strongly hostile notes that could still be
heard suggested that internal differences were making
it difficult for the Kremlin leaders to orchestrate a

less palpably anti-American policy line.

4. The Tentative Emergence of a New Soviet Stance
Toward the United States

Signs of a Soviet disposition to encourage a thaw in
Soviet-American relations appeared in the spring of 1968,
at a time when the imminent conclusion of the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty, the opening of the Paris talks
on Vietnam, and Washington's scrupulous observance of a
hands-off attitude toward developments in East Europe had
combined to produce a momentary slackening of Soviete
American political tensions. Among the first conciliatory
gestures from Moscow were the announcement, on Mav 4, that
the Supreme Soviet had finally got around to ratifving the

143

consular treaty, and the Soviet Union's agreement later
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that month, after numerous postponemnents, to resume nego-
tiations on a new cultural exchange pact.lAA But the
principal move suggestive of a shift in Moscow's approach
was the decision to enter talks on limiting missiles and
ABM, which had been delaved for almost eighteen months.
It was made known not in a direct reply to the American
invitation but in this passage of a speech by Foreign
Minister Gromyko to the Supreme Soviet on June 27:
One of the unprobed areas of disarmament

is the search for an understanding on mutual

restriction and subsequent reduction of strategic

vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons --

offensive and defensive ~- including anti-missile.

The Soviet Government is ready for an exchange

of opinion on this subject.l45

Although readiness for an exchange of opinion gave
no grounds for supposing that agreement was just around
the corner on what promised to be the subject of the most
complex technical and political negotiations yet under-
taken between Moscow and Washington in the nuclear age,
Gromyko's statement nevertheless prompted far-reaching
speculation that an historic turning point in Soviet-
American relations was at hand if the two superpowers
could indeed find a formula to impose limits on the
dynamics of the strategic arms race.146 Why the Soviet
Union had finally chosen to embark on the talks was like-
wise a question of widespread interest, the more so he-
cause the deci ion apparently had been contested right
up to the end by groups within the Soviet leadership
who were skeptical of its wisdom.147

Coming only a few days after proponents of the Sentinel

ABM system had defeated an appropriations cut in the U.S.

e kLt 13
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Senate that would have postponed construction of this
American anti-missile system,m8 the Soviet move could be
interpreted as a belated effort to head off the U.S. pro-
gram., While this may have been a factor, many other
considerations doubtless entered into the decision. Some
of these were probably related to the Soviet strategic
arms buildup, which by mid-1968 had put the USSR in a
position approaching numerical parity with the United
States In land-based missile launchers, so that strategic
limitation talks may have struck the Soviet leaders as a
timely means by which to avoid a massive new drain on
resources for another round of strategic arms just after
the USSR had managed to 'catch up" in this field. Simi-
larly, the Kremlin leaders may have welcomed the oppor-
tunity presented by the talks to establish publicly that
the Soviet Union was now able to deal as a strategic equal
with its major adversary, from which the United States and
the rest of the world could be expected to draw the appro-
priate political conclusions. In a later chapter we shall
deal in somewhat greater detail with these particular
considerations as well as with other long-term factors
relating to the strategic balance.149
In the immediate context of troubles stemming from
the turmoil within the Warsaw bloc in mid-1968, another
likely motive for the Soviet decision to engage in missile
talks was, as already suggested, the desire to clear the
decks for dealing with these problems. If the United
States was encouraged to believe that the talks held
promise of improving relations with the USSR, Washington
would be hesitant to jeopardize their progress by making

difficulties over any steps the Soviet Union found

IS
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necessary to keep the Czech reformist movement in line.
Internal Kremlin politics also may have entered the pic-
ture, with the missile-talk offer and other Soviet ges-
tures of accommodation toward the United States repre-
senting, as some observers saw it, the product of bargain-
ing between hard and moderate factions within the Politburo.
In this view, the 'hardline ideologues' may have given in
to the "moderate pragmitists'' by agreeing to ease relations
with the United States in return for a tougher campaign

for conformity at home and in East Europe.150 How Soviet
policy would straddle the contradiction between a more
amicable approach to the U.S. Government and an ideological
conformity drive based on the theme that the Soviet Union
had to combat a massive ''subversive campaign' directed
against it by that very same government was not entirely
clear.

Indeed, such contradictions remained characteristic of
Moscow's stance toward the United States, as gestures of
accommodation were interspersed with abusive attacks on
American policy. 1In May 1968, for example, only a few
days before Moscow's propitiatory announcement that the
consular treaty had been ratified, speakers at May Déy
ceremonies on Red Square accused the United States of
"embarking ever more openly upon the path of aggression'
and of "stepping up ideological subversion against the

socialist states.”151

In early June, after President
Johnson had made at least one private plea for better
Soviet=-American cooperation and issued thiree more public
appeals to the Soviet Union to put aside '"old antag-
onisms,"152 Soviet spokesmen responded coldly, declaring

once again that relations between the two countries would
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not improve so long as the United States continued to wage
its "barbarous war" in Vietnam, to plot against the ''pro-
gressive" Arab states, and to support '"revanchist forces'

in West Germany.153

In early July, at a moment when Soviet-
American relations seemed to be newly infused with a spirit
of cooperation as demonstrated by Gromyko's acceptance of
missile talks, the signing of the nonproliferaticn treaty,
and the Soviet Union's release of a Vietnam-bound American
airliner that had been forced down by MIGs near the Kurile
Islands, Brezhnev chose to deliver a vitriolic indictment
of the United States as a land "of political gangsterism
that causes contempt and disgust throughout the world."lsa
The tendency for Moscow to speak with two voices on
Soviet-American cooperation, which could be interpreted
as a reflection of internal differences between moderate
and hardline leadership elements,155 was perhaps least
evident in the Soviet Union's treatment of the U.S. posi-
tion on the situation in East Europe, in the mid-months
of 1968. On this question, the hard voice held sway.
Despite the fact that the American government leaned over
backwards to avoid involving itself in the events of
Czechoslovakia,156 Moscow repeatedly accused the United
States of being behind the Czech liberalization movement
and of trying to restore ''the capitalist order" there.157
Moreover, in a transparently crude effort to buttress its
case, Moscow sought to plant "evidence'" that American arms
were being smuggled to subversive forces in Czechoslovakia,
thus concocting a plot that it might then use either as
an instrument in the war of nerves against the Dubcek
reform government or as an excuse for military inter-

vention in Czechoslovakia.

158
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There was more than a touch of irony in the fact that
the harsher the Soviet accusations against the United
States and the West for alleged meddling in the Czech
situation, the more Western officials sought to stand
aside from the crisis. Following the American lead, NATO
adopted a ''correct" hands-off attitude, and in July, to
avoid any suggestion cof provocation, a field exercise of
West German, American, and French troops previously sched-
uled to take place near the Czech border was moved to

another location in West Germany.159

It was almost as if
the West, by adopting a posture of restraint and trying
to remove any excuse for Soviet intervention, had been

cast in the role of looking ot for the enlightened self-

interest of the Soviet Union as well as its own
that unfortunately awakened in the West a sense

tration and even shame not unlike that produced

-- a role
of frus-
by the

abandonment of Czechoslovakia at Munich, thirty years
before.160
It would perhaps be unwarranted to assume that a
peaceful and enlightened solution of the Soviet Union's
dilemma in East Europe was beyond the capacity of any
Soviet leadership group. But the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime,
for one, demonstrated that it could do no better than
revert to the pattern of military suppression employed
against Hungary in 1956. Despite a widespread belief
that the Soviet Union was merely bluffing and would not
risk the political cost of invading another Communist
country, its leaders did precisely that when, in August
1968, they called upon Soviet arms to snuff out the re-
form experiment in Czechoslovakia. In regard to Soviet-

American relations, the invasion of Czechoslovakia brought
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to a momentary halt the tentative exploration of specific
steps toward accommodation such as the strategic arms
limitation talks; in a broader sense, it seemed to suggest
that East-West bridge-building looked more dangerous to

the orthodox oligarchs in the Kremlin than did a return

to the frowning hostility of a Cold War environment.
However, 1if the past imprint of Huungary and Vietnam on

the attitudes of the Soviet Union and the United States
toward each other was a reliable guide, one could expect
that, even though the Czechoslovak intervention threw up

a formidable obstacle to genuine improvement of relations,
the two nuclear superpowers would sooner or later resume
their groping search for some basis of accommodation.161
Upon this note, let us now turn to the evolution of Soviet
policy toward Europe in the five years following the

Brezhnev-Kosygin regime's assumption of power.

sindiisnian
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XI1. THE FORGING OF SOVIET EUROPEAN POLICY UNDER THE
BREZHNEV-KOSYGIN REGIME: 1964-1966

It may be useful to begin this discussion of Soviet
policy toward Europe under Khrushchev's successors by re-
calling briefly the general state of affairs which obtained
in Europe at the time the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime came to
power. Although a divided Europe in which both the Soviet
Union and the United States maintained a strong presence
was still doubtless the dominant feature of the political
landscap~. bv the autumn of 1964 this once rigid division
of postwar Europe was clearly giving way to a more fluid
situation. The loosening of internal ties within both
alliance systems and some broadening of relations between
the two halves of Europe seemed to have set the stage for
unpredictable changes, which might eventually lead Europe
far from the division of the Cold War and at the same time
alter the roles of the two external superpowers in European
affairs.

In Western Europe, the process oi economic and polit=-
ical recovery, along with a belief that the threat of mili-
tary attack from the East had virtually vanished, contrib-
uted to a frame of mind more relaxed than at any time in
the past two decades. Deterrence, based essentially on
the high risks of a nuclear war growing out of military
action in Europe, had come to be taken for granted as
the source of European security. 1In most Western opinion,
there was little likelihood, after the lesson of Cuba,
that the Soviet Union would soon again try to upset the
power balance under which a continuing political standoff
and a reassuring measure of East-West détente in Europe

had come into being.
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In this atnosphere, the erosion of NATO under the
acid of de Gaulle's attitudes caused nc great concern in
Europe; indeed, most members of the Western alliance,
displaying pale reflections of the Gaullist outlook,
seemed to be moving in one degree or another away from
their close dependence upon American leadership. 1Inci-
dental to the feeling that the countries of Western Europe
could and should begin to play more active and autonomous
roles on the European stage was the onset of disillusion-
ment with some of the grander designs for the integration
of Europe that had originally been conceived at American
urging.

A somewhat analogous situation existed in the autumn
of 1964 in Eastern Europe, where members of the Warsaw
bloc were showing varying shades of a nationalist self-
assertivencss that sometimes ran counter to Soviet inter-
ests and perspectives. Although the challenge to Soviet
hegemony here remained more or less muted, except in the
case of Rumania, the Soviet Union could no longer count
on unquestioning obedience from its East European partners,
rather, the problems of maintaining discipline and unity
within the bloc now called for the exercise of something
more closely akin to traditional coalition politics. At
the same time, however, nationalist trends in East Europe
were not wholly adverse to Soviet interests, for they
tended to fragment any concerted regional opposition to
the Russians. Moreover, if some decline of the Soviet
Union's authority within its alliance system had set in,
the East European Communist regimes were still keenly
aware that their ultimate security rested on Soviet arms,

especially in the sense that Soviet military power served
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as the final guarantee against the rise of revisionist
aspirations in Germany.

The problem of Germany and her future doubtless re-
mained the focal issue of East-West relationships in Europe
in the fall of 1964. A divided Germany, denied the infi-
nitely difficult goal of reunification, or even the less
elusive prospect of ''reassociation,'" would continue to be
the source of tension and discord in the heart of Europe.
A Germany rejoined, and thereby transformed once more into
the most potent European state, not only would become a
prize that neither East nor West could afford to lose,
but might, if she should seek to go her own way, prove
equally disturbing to both. The only satisfactory way
to resolve the German problem, it seemed, would be to
integrate a reunified Germany into an economically and
politically unified European system. But, at best, such
a system lay itself clearly at the end of a long process
of evolution, and not within the realm of near-term possi-
bilities. Thus, despite a generally welcome improvement
in the Cold War climate, and notwithstanding even some
signs, such as Khrushchev's overtures to Bonn in 1964,
that Moscow might be considering new initiatives with
respect to Germany,1 there still appeared to be little
immediate prospect for the solution of the profound
dilemma posed by the German problem throughout the post-
war period.

This, then, in barest outline, was the background
against which the new Kremlin leadership took up the
task of forging its own policies toward West and East

Europe. 1In this and subsequent chapters, we shall con-

sider the nature of the policies which have emerged since -
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the autumn of 1964, beginning with an examination of the
trends 1n Soviet policy toward Western Europe.

A. MAIN PHASES IN THE POST-KHRUSHCHEV PATTERN OF POLICY
TOWARD WESTERN EUROPE

Soviet policy toward Western Europe under the Brezhnev-
Kosygin regime went through three distinct phases in the
period between October 1964 and early 1969. 1In the first,
which lasted about a year-and-a-half, Soviet European
policy remained relatively subdued, in keeping with the
general tendency of the new regime to eschew foreign
policy initiatives while it was still consolidating its
domestic position.

The second phase began in the summer of 1966, roughly
between the 23rd Party Congress, which was held in Moscow
in April, and the Bucharest conference of Warsaw Pact
states in July. The outlines of a new European policy
bearing the impress of the successor regime had gradually
taken shape. Characterized by a firm effort to improve
Soviet relations with Western Europe, with the notable
exception of the Federal Republic of Germany, the new
policy line also was marked by more active exploitation
of the vulnerability of the United States on the issue of
the Vietnam war in an attempt to weaken European-American
ties, and by renewed advocacy of an all-European security
conference for a European settlement that would aim to
exclude the United States from any substantial influence
in European affairs.

A third mz.n phase of Soviet European policy under

the Brezhnev-Kecsygin regime can be most conveniently dated

from the invasion of Czechoslovakia, which had the effect,
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among other things, of placing the Soviet Union at least
temporarily on the political defensive in Europe while it
sought to repair its badly tarnished image. A good argu-
ment can be made, however, that well before the events of
August 1968 the Soviet leaders had become so preoccupied
with arresting the erosion of their authority in Easgt
Europe that they were no longer in a position to make
the mc.t of the opportunities affcrded by a flexible Soviet
diplomacy in the western half of Europe. 1If this was the
case, Soviet policy toward Western Europe could be said
to have been losing momentum even before the Soviet blow
fell upon Czechoslovakia. In any event, after the Czecho-
slovak "interruption" the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime could
be expected to try to regain some of the initiative in
European affairs which it had let slip from its grasp.

The concern of the present chapter is with the first
of the several policy phases denoted above, that is, the
period from Khrushchev's ouster in the autumn of 1964 to
the Bucharest conference in mid-1966. At the outset,
despite trends in Western Europe toward a further loosen-
ing of the ties between the United States and its NATO
allies, the new Soviet leaders showed little disposition
to plunge headlong into a diplomacy designed to take ad-
vantage of the situation. Indeed, they made an almost
studied effort not to disturb the delicate balance in
Europe, as though they wished to preserve a détente at-
mosphere in this part of the world while the tension was
rising in Southeast Asia and Soviet relations with China
were passing through a new phase of uncertainty.

To be sure, an insistent propaganda campaign was

carried on in the early months of the new regime against
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the MLF and other proposed forms of NATO nuclear organi-
zation, capped by a demonstrative Warsaw Pact meeting in
Poland in January 1965 to consider countermeasures to
the MLF if it should come into being.2 This campaign,
however, was essentially a continuation of the one pre-
viously pursued under Khrushchev, and while it showed that
Soviet opposition to any form of German participation in
nuclear affairs remained adamant,3 it represented no new
initiative that threatened to upset the quiescent state
of the East-West confrontation in Europe, such as might
have been anvy serious effort to reopen the question of

a German settlement and the status of Berlin.

B. INITIAL SOVIET POLICY TOWARD WEST GERMANY

With respect to Germany, the new Soviet regime prompt-
ly dropped Khrushchev's project for warming up relations
with the Federal Republic, and turned a deaf ear to sugges-
tions from Bonn that the invitation for a high-level Soviet
visit was still open. On the basic questions of a German
peace treaty and of Berlin, however, the new Soviet leaders
gave no hint of wishing to press for alteration of the
situation registered by the Soviet-GDR friendship treaty
of June 1964, which had served to mollify the Ulbricht
regime to some extent while avoiding any real hardening
of fundamental East-West positions.a In fact, early
pronouncements of the new regime even suggested some
slight softening of the Soviet stand on Germany. Brezhnev's
anniversary speech of November 6, 1964, and a major foreign
policy editorial in Pravda shortly thereafter, exhibited

a modification of the standing demand for a peace treaty
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covering the two Germanys and dropped the rider calling
for a change in the status of Berlin that had been a
customary part of the peace treaty formula.5 Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, speaking at the United
Nations on December 7, 1964, also gave an indication that
the new Soviet regime was disposed to shelve the matter
of a German peace treaty for the time being. Although
Gromyko mentioned the need for a German peace settlement
in general terms, he did not call for conclusion of a
peace treaty, nor did he revive the demand regarding the
status of West Berlin.6

These signs of willingness to keep the Berlin and
German issues on the shelf were the more notable in light
of the pall which Khrushchev's rumored toying with a "sell-

out"

of East Germany had cast over relations between Moscow
and the Ulbricht regime. Brezhnev and Suslov, it may be
recalled, had taken special pains to allay East German fears
of a sellout just prior to Khrushchev's overt:hrow.7 Once
having disposed of Khrushche&, however, the new collective
leaders not only made no further reference to his alleged
flirtation with Bonn at East Germany's expense, but by
softening their attitude on Berlin and a peace treaty they
seemed to be showing little deference to East Germanm sensi-
bilities.

All of this might be taken to mean that, while the
new Soviet regime had seen fit to cut off the overtures
to Bonn launched in the latter days of Khrushchev's tenure,
it did not care to be hurried into a position that might
foreclose the eventual possibility of working out some
improvement in the Moscow-Bonn relationship. Little tan-

gible effort was forthcoming on Moscow's part, however,
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to encourage Bonn's hopes for better relations. Although

Kosygin tossed out a kind word or two for the new genera-

tion of West Germans during a VE-Day celebration speech

: in East Germany on May 7, 1965,8 this was but a faint note
in the barrage of anti-Bonn propaganda called feorth by the
occasion;9 moreover, it came in the midst of what many

thought was the development of a new Berlin crisis.

1. Temporary Berlin Harassment

Beginning in April 1965, coincident with a Bundestag
session in West Berlin, and continuing through about June,
Soviet and GDR agencies carried out a series of harassments
of Western land and air communications with Berlin, which
included the buzzing of West Berlin's Congress Hall by
Soviet jets, the occasional closing of the Helmstedt-
Berlin autobahn for joint Soviet-GDR troop maneuvers, and

10 Whether

other interference with air and barge traffic.
the initiative for this 'retaliatory' campaign against

the Bundestag meeting11 came primarily from the Ulbricht
regime or from Moscow was open to question, but there was
no doubt that Moscow had given its approval, for Soviet
forces took an active part in some of the harassment
measures .

From the Soviet viewpoint, a demonstration of '"tough-
ness' at this time may have been calculated to offset the
image of Soviet hesitancy toward the Vietnam situation,
and also to remind the United States that the Soviet Union
held cards it “urope that could be played to the discom-
fiture of the West if U.S. policy in Southeast Asia were

not altered. 1In any case, the campaign against Berlin's




communications with the West was allowed to cool off be-
fore it took on the dimensions of another major crisis,12
but not without having achieved the objective of discour-
aging further meetings of West German parliamentary bodies
in Berlin for the time being. As we shall see later, the
revival of Soviet opposition to the maintenance of this
particular kind of symbolic bond between the Federal Re-
public and West Berlin was to become a factor of some
consequence in the development of Soviet policy toward
Bonn.

Once the harassment of Berlin had subsided, the sum-
mer of 1965 brought no evidence of new Soviet initiatives
against West Germany. However, the Soviet Union displayed
some interest in resuming a quiet diplomatic dialogue with
Bonn when Dr. Karl Carstens, the West German deputy foreign
minister, was received in Moscow in September 1965. The
Carstens visit, reflecting another step in Bonn's attempt
to improve the climate of its relations with Moscow and
selected East European countries,l3 may have been regarded
by the Soviet leaders as a gesture by which West Germany
sought to isolate the East German regime from its Warsaw
Pact neighbors; if so, they were careful to sidestep any

such maneuver, as suggested by the coincidence that an

East German delegation headed by Ulbrichy was ostentatiously
welcomed in the Soviet Union while Carstens was present. 4
Nevertheless, although the Carstens visit may have accom-
plished little more than to help smooth Soviet-Wes* “er.an
trade, which in 1965 was running at about a half-biilion
doliars annually,15 the fact that the visit took place at
all testified to a slight warming of relations between

the two capitals.
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Any hopes, however, that a new corner had been turned
in Soviet-West German relations receded toward the end of
1965 as various Soviet leaders again began to belabor the
foreign policies of the Erhard government. Besides ques-
tioning the Federal Republic's right to he treated as an
equal and accusing Bonn of cynically abusing its member-
ship in NATO for its own ''revanchist' purposes. Soviet
spokesmen also took up the charge. which was to be heard
more and more frequently. that U.S. support of the FRG
was leading to the emergence of a special Washington-Bonn
military axis within NATO.16 In the early months of 1966,
the Soviet line toward Bonn grew progressively harder.
especially after the Erhard government sought to press
its policy of '"reconciliation'" toward Germany's eastern
neighbors one step further with its '"Peace Note" of

March 25. 1966.L7

2. Reaction to Bonn's '"Peace Note'

This note, in which Bonn offered to conclude agree-
ments with the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and
"any other East European state' to renounce the use of
force for the settling of international disputes, con-
tained nothing that implied abandonment of West Germany's
position on such central issues as Germany's future fron-
tiers18 and reunification; but it did recognize that
reunification could come only at the end of a long process
of détente and reconciliation that would dispel ''distrust
with regard to alleged German aggressive intentions."

As the note did not concede the existence of separate
German states, it obviously was unpalatable to the GDR,

and the Soviet Union was thus, in effect, presented with
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a choice between treating the note as a friendly gesture
from Bonn and spurning it in order to back up the Ulbricht
regime's resistance to West German conciliatory moves. It
chose the latter alternative.

Formal Soviet rejection of Bonn's 'Peace Note' was
delayed about two months, but the treatment accorded it
in Brezhnev's opening speech at the 23rd Party Congress
on March 29 foreshadowed what was to come. Brezhnev
brushed aside Bonn's proposals with the cryptic comment
that they only showed that ''the FRG intends to continue
nld Like other
speakers at the Congress,20 he included in his denunciation

its aggressive and revenge-seeking policy.

of West German revanchism the warning that a bilateral
military partnership was ''taking shape between the ruling
circles of the USA and the FRG,' with each partner 'seeking
to aggravate tension in Europe -- each for his own purpose."
According to Brezhnev, the U.S. purpose in aggravating
European tensions was to create a pretext for 'keeping
its troops and war bases in Europe, and thereby to have a
means for directly influencing the economy and policy of
the West European countries.'" Bonn's purpose, he charged.
was ''to involve the USA and its other NATO partners more
deeply in ius revanchist plans in order to secure a
revision of the results of World War II in its favor."
Having pictured a growing Washington-Bonn axis as the
main threat to European security, Brezhnev later in his
speech returned to the European security theme by proposing
"an appropriate international conference' on that subject.
Although his supgestion was vague as to participants and
agenda for such a conference, it provided a preview of

what would shortly become one of the main features of




the new regime's European policy approach. 1In a cense,
the notion of an all-European security conference, which
had lain more or less dormant for a decade,21 was also
the Soviet answer to Bonn's '"Peace Note'" of March 1966.
Incidentally, whereas Brezhnev tended to attribute the
"Peace Note'" initiative to encouragement from the United
States, some Soviet interpretations of Bonn's "Eastern
Policy" took a different tack, asserting that the note
was Bonn's own reply to the failure of the United States
and other NATO members to respond to West Germany's

desire for a new '"Western initiative on the German ques-

When the formal Soviet answer to the 'Peace Note"
came, on May 18, amidst signs that Bonn's initiative had
scored at least a minor success in Eastern Europe,23 the
counter-conditions laid down for improvement of Soviet
relations with the Federal Republic conspicuously in-
c¢luded the holding of a European conference to take up
"the proposals of the Socialist and other states of Europe
on questions of European security,' linked with other
measures to bring about a German peace settlement,''re-

flecting the real situation in Europe."24

The range of
measures stipulated by the Soviet Union called for settle-
ment of virtually all outstanding European problems as

the prerequisite for improved Moscow-Bonn relations, making
{t evident that the Soviet Union was primarily interested
in preparing the way for a new diplomatic offensive in
Europe =-- one of the objects of which was to blunt the

edge of the West German government's policy of reconcil-

iation.
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Indeed, from mid-1966 on. when the Bucharest confer-
ence served as the platform from which to launch this of-
fensive in earnest., the Soviet leadership displayed little
interest in feeling out the prospects for better relations
with either the Erhard government or the coalition under
Kiesinger that succeeded it later in 1966.25 Rather, the
Soviet Union chose to step up its attacks on West German
"militarism and revanchism,' accusing Bonn in more and
more strident terms of pursuing an aggressive foreign pol-
icy with the support and blessing of the United States.

It seemed as though the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime had come
to consider the Federal Republic beyond redemption and.
instead of entertaining the possibility of dealing bi-
laterally with Bonn, had in effect resigned itself

to backing up Ulbricht's resistance to a conciliatory
Eastern policy on the part of West Germany.

Yet, despite the strident attacks on rampant revanch-
ism in Bonn, there was an occasional suggestion that the
Soviet Union might be allowing itself elbow room for an
alternative policy approach. One Soviet writer, for ex-
ample, in a particularly damning attack on FRG policy in
June 1966, still took pains to point out that 'exposing
Bonn's aggressive foreign policy" did not mean looking
upon the Federal Republic "as an outcast among states."
West Germany, he said, was not ''inhabited solely by mili-
tarists and revenge-seekers. There are also healthy forces
in the country vho realize the need for a radical revision
of the foreign and home policy.”26 This, together with
the notation that differences as well as coinciding inter-
ests existed between Bonn and Washington,27 was typical of

the hints slipped now and then into Moscow's anti-German
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propaganda. suggesting that under appropriate conditions
the Soviet Union might be prepared to play a different
policy card of some sort.

C. _ THE GROWTH OF SOVIET-FRENCH CORDIALITY

By contrast with its increasingly hard line toward
West Germany between October 1964 and mid-1966, the Soviet
Union displayed a growing interest in closer bilateral
relations with France. At the outset, be it said, the
new regime's inclination to pick up the cultivation of
de Gaulle where Khrushchev had left off apparently was
tempered by some of the same considerations that had kept
Khrushchev wary of staking Soviet policy in Europe ex-
clusively upon a Moscow-Paris axis: the limitations of
de Gaulle's power; the long-standing Soviet disposition
to deal directly with the real source of power in the West;
and perhaps an ambivalent attitude toward the prospect of
having U.S. influence -- with its potential restraint upon
German ambitions <~ removed from the scene. Whatever may
have been the weight of such considerations in the councils
of the new Soviet regime, however, factors suggesting that
it would be useful to continue moving toward the Soviet-
French rapprochement initiated under Khrushchev soou proved
persuasive. As it happened, a reciprocal interest in
rapprochement existed in Paris.

For the Soviet Union, the possibilities of turning
de Gaulle's anti-Americanism to good account were to be
seen largely in terms of further weakening NATO unity and
undermining American influence in Europe without the lia-
bility of having to exert direct Soviet pressure upon the

Western alliance -=- a course which had often proved
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unproductive in the past. Improved relations with France
also provided an instrument for exerting subtle leverage on
Germany; at the same time, they offered Moscow a way to
defuse France's potential for attracting the countries of
East Europe away from the Soviet orbit, for Paris could not
encourage greater East European independence without risk of
rupturing the rapprochement with the Soviet Union itself.

To de Gaulle, convinced that there was no longer any
military danger in a Europe secure under the umbrella of a
nuclear stalemate, the situation promised the great prestige
of playing the prophet of détente with the Soviet Union and
the satisfaction of leading the European disengagement from
the United States. De Gaulle's growing belief that the
Federal Republic of Germany could no longer be counted on to
support his idea of an independent Europe based on a Franco-
German axls centered in Paris also apparently sharpened his
interest in forging closer links with the Soviet Union.28

In any event, out of these partially convergent, if not
always basically compatible, interests grew an increasing
number of Soviet-French contacts. Beginning early in 1965,
the Soviet Union made a series of gestures suggesting that
development of closer Soviet-French relations would 'open
interesting prospects'' for both.29 These steps included the
renewal in January 1965 of the standing Soviet invitation to
de Gaulle to visit Moscow, the appointment in March of a new
and more prestigious Soviet ambassador to Paris,30 and the
conclusion later the same month of a television agreement
committing the Soviet Union to adopting the French system
of color television -- a flattering bow to the value of
French technology.31 In late April, Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko paid a five-day visit to de Gaulle, and by the
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summer of 1965 it had become apparent that, while Soviet-
French differences remained on a number of questions,32 the
two countries were moving toward a collaborative relation-
sthip from which both might hope to profit.

Soviet approval of the course of French policy in Europe
became perceptibly warmer in early 1966, as de Gaulle's dis-
satisfaction with NATO grew sharper. Thus, when the French
leader, in an exchange ol letters with President Johnson in
March 1966, made it known that he had decided to withdraw
_French forces from NATO integrated military commands and that
U.S. milicary facilities in France would have to be renego-
tiated,33 the Soviet Union promptly commended de Gaulle on
the '""realism" of this initiative to restcre "French sover-

eignty." At the same time Soviet commentary charged that the
United States, together with Britain and West Germany (its
only "loyal partners' in NATO), was trying 'to frighten the
French government by threatening it with isolation if it
should not rescind its intention to remove its troops from

NATO Control."Ba

L. De Gaulle's Soviet Visit

The development of closer ties between the Soviet Union
and France in the first year-and-a-half after the fall of
Khrushchev came to its most conspicuous juncture with de
Gaulle's much-heralded journey to the USSR in June 1966.

The French President's two-week state visit, during which he
was accorded unprecedented honors35 and held long talks with

"reversal of

the Soviet leadevrs, produced neither a dramatic
alliances' nor specific political commitmenis with respect to
such hard-core issues as a German settlement or the Soviet

. 36 X
proposai for a conference on Eurcpean security. It did,
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however, in addition to a variety of agreements on mutual
consultation and scientific-economic cooperation. produce a
significant affirmation on both sides ''that the problems of
Europe should be considered first of all in a European frame-
work.”37 Although de Gaulle qualified this formula as not
"denying in any way the vital role which the United States
must play in the pacification and transformation of the
world,"38 he left little doubt as to his preference for a
greatly circumscribed American role in Europe.

One is tempted to assume that for de Gaulle and his
Soviet hosts the chief effect of their talks was to confirm
a mutual readiness to minimize American influence in Europe,
yet 1t may be that neither party came away from the visit
without certain reservations on this account. De Gaulle,
though his emotional preference was doubtless to see the
United States excluded from Europe, may also have realized
that a Europe without some form of American support probably
would not be strong enough politically and strategically to
balance Soviet influence. Moreover, any purely European
combination, in order to be strong ugh to do so. would
almost surely have to provide a greatly expanded role for
Germany, which de Gaulle's policy was hardly meant to en-
courage. As for the Soviet leaders, despite their presumable
interest in cooperating with Paris as a means of promoting
the political isolation of the United States (and of Bonn) in
Europe, they had reasons for not embracing de Gaulle too
warmly. The Kremlin, at the time, was trying hard to hammer
out a coordinated European policy within the Warsaw Pact, and
concentration on a détente with de Gaulle before Pact unity
was achieved might only undermine the quest for the latter.

There was also the possibility that the Soviet leaders
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regarded their flirtation with de Gaulle essentially as a
useful way of marking time until termination of the war in
Vietnam and other developments made it propitious once more
to take up seriously with the United States the matter of

reaching a settlement in Europe.

D. OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE EMERGING SOVIET POLICY LINE i
IN EUROPE ;
If the Soviet regime in its private councils did in fact
believe that the time might come when it would be more profit-
. able to turn from de Gaulle to a diplpmatic dialogue with the
United States about terms for a European settlement, this was
not evident in 1966, as the outlines of a new Soviet policy
teward Europe gradually took shape. 1In addition to dwelling ‘ E
upon the familiar theme of the dangers posed by West German ]
revanchism and siding with de Gaulle as exponents of a Europe
that should assert its own identity, the Soviet leaders
sought in a variety of ways to persuade Western Europe that
improved relations with the Soviet Union would serve its
political, economic, and security interests better than con-

tinued "subservience'" to an American government which, accord-

ing to Soviet propaganda, added to the intermational tension
both by tts own "aggressive' behavior in Vietnam and by its
support of West German ''revenge-seekers' in Europe.

One expression of these Soviet efforts to encourage
organized opposition to U.S. policies was the revival of the
"Popular Front' fdea of the mid-thirties. In October 1965,
at the time of the thirtieth anniversary of the Seventh Con-
gress of the Comintern, at which the original Popular Front
had been launched, Soviet spokesmen such as B. N. Ponomarev

began to urge that Western Communist parties seek a ''broad
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coalition'" of "anti-imperialist, democratic forces," includ-
ing even ‘right-wing Social Democrats,' in order to oppose
"American impetialism."39 As various Soviet accounts put it,
a basis for the collaborative struggie of Communist and non-
Communist groups against "American imperialism allied with
West German revanchism' was to be found in a 'new element" in
world capitalism, namely -- ''the striving of West European
w40 A lthough the
renewed emphasis on Popular Front tactics in late 1965 and

states to defend their national interests.

1966 brought no results in terms of formal alliance between
Communist and non-Communist parties in Europe, with the pos-
sible exception of Finland,41 it did serve to give West Euro- ‘
pean Communists somewhat greater flexibility in trying to '

influence popular and official sentiment in their countries.42

1. Soviet Talks with Western Leaders

Another aspect of the Soviet effort to persuade West
Europeans that their interest lay in siding with the Soviet
Union against the alleged threat of a Washington-Bonn axis
was to be seen in the growing number of visits which Soviet
leaders exchanged with their European counterparts in 1966.
Besides de Gaulle's journey to Moscow in mid-summer, which
Kosygin repaid later in the year with a nine-day state visit
to France, the flow of visits in both directions included two
trips to Moscow by British Prime Minister Wilson, a call upon
the Pope and the Italian government by Gromyko, and visits to
Finland and Austria by Kosygin and Podgornyi, respectively.

Wilson's talks with the Soviet leaders brought out the
interesting but hardly surprising point that Britain could
expect little improvement in relations with the Soviet Union

so long as she continued her traditionally close relationship
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with the United States. Whatever the private tenor of the
conversations, the Soviet government let it be known public-
ly that such things as Britain's backing of U.S.-sponsored
nuclear consultative arrangements in NATO and her failure to
denounce U.S. policy in Vietnam stood in the way of better
Soviet-British relations.43 During Wilson's first Moscow
trip, in February 1966, Kosygin took pains to point out that
the visit had been at British initiative, and both then and
on the second visit, in July 1966, it was apparent that
Wilson could not expect to enlist Soviet cooperation in ef-
forts toward a negotliated settlement in Vietnam unless he
was prepared to put pressure on the United States to reverse
ics stand.44 Although the talks in Moscow produced no visi-
ble progress on outstanding issues, both sides chose to re-
gard them as useful in keeping open the dialogue between
East and West, and Kosygin agreed to pay a return visit to
London,l'S which took place early the following year.

Perhaps the most unexpected object of Soviet diplomatic
attention, as various Soviet leaders shuttled about Europe,
was Pope Paul VI, upon whom Gromyko paid a call in the course
of a visit to Italy in April 1966. Marking an historic first
meeting between a high Soviet official and a Roman ponCiff,46
Gromyko's visit underscored Moscow's interest, not only in
paving the way for more amicable relations between the Cath-
olic Church and the Soviet Union, but also in courting broad-
er support for the notion of a pan-European conference on
European security problems. The recurrent theme of "Europe

for the Europeans,"

to which Gromyko reportedly alluded in
his talks both with the Pope and with Italian government of-
ficials, was coupled with the suggestion at his press confer-

ence that all people should join with the Soviet Union in
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"the search for relaxation of international tensions and
peace regardless of differences in ideology and religion."A7
Meanwhile, on May &4, 1966, on the heels of Gromyko's
visit to Italy. the Soviet Union took a much-publicized
rractical step in another direction with the signing of
an agreement under which Italy's Fiat Company was to build
a major automobile plant in the USSR. This move in the
economic sphere served notice that the Soviet Union was
interested in developing not only better political rela-
tions with cooperative countries in Western Europe but
48 If this
were to encourage Europeans to believe that cooperation

closer industrial-technical ties as well.

with the Soviet Union would pay economic dividends and
offset the so-called "technological gap'" and '"brain drain"
that were disturbing European-American relations,49 so

much the better, although it was not clear that the export
of Western auto-manufacturing techniques and other advanced
technology to the Soviet Union would necessarily prompt

a reverse flow of Soviet technology from which Western

Europe might expect to profit.50

2. Soviet Reluctance To Enter a Dialogue with the United
States on European Security

Just as it was increasingly evident in the summer of
1966 that such overtures from Moscow as the bid for closer
political-economic cooperation with Western Europe and for
a pan-European security conference heralded a new and more
active phase in the Soviet Union's European policy, so it
had become equally obvious that Moscow at this juncture
did not wish to enter into a direct dialogue with the United

States on European problems in general or European security
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issues in particular. Virtually all Soviet pronouncements
on the need for a European security conference implied the
exclusion of the United States from at least the preparatory
stages of such a gathering and stressed that there should

be a "European settlement' of issues involving the security
of the Continent.51 Moreover, it almost seemed as though
the Soviet leaders were afraid that thelr own access to

West European audiences would suffer if they lent an at-
tentive ear to American suggestions bearing on the subject
of East-West Relations.

Throughout the spring and summer of 1966, there had
been growing public discussion in the United States, fed
by a series of hearings on Capitol Hill, on the future
role of NATO and on the need for initiatives to reopen
an East-West dialogue on European questions, despite the
strain on U.S5.-Soviet relations caused by the Vietnam

war.sz

In the course of one of these hearings, in June
1966, Secretary of Defense McNamara made the significant
point that the time might be ripe to consider a reciprocal
reduction of forces in the rival organizations of NATO and

>3 a suggestion repeated in a slightly

the Warsaw Pact,
different context several months later in President

Johnson's '"bridge-building" speech of October 7, 1966.54

However. just as Moscow was showing no interest in
the general U.S. initiative for bridge-building discus-
sions.55 so it declined to pick up the specific sugges-
tion that mutual troop reductions might become part of
an Fast-West accommodation in Europe. Rumors of possible
Soviet trocp withdrawals from East Germany circulated
freely on the eve of de Gaulle's visit to Moscow, but no

56
actual moves of this sort took place. Moreover, even
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though the question of troop reductions remained before
the public in the summer of 1966 as a result of senatorial
urging in Washington that U.S. forces in Europe be cut
back‘57 the Soviet Union refrained from exploring the
subject with the United States.58

This reluctance to be drawn into discussions with
the United States on troop withdrawals from Europe doubt-
less stemmed to some extent from the situation in Vietnam.
Throughout 1966. Moscow increasinply found itself the tar-
get of allegations from Peking that it was ''colluding"
with the United States to ease the European situation and
thereby permit the transfer of American troops to Southeast
Asia.59 Direct response to suggestions emanating from
Washington on the touchy question of troop reductions
would not only have seemed to lend substance to the
Chinese criticism, but it would have tended to embarrass
the Soviet Union's own diplomacy, aimed at taking advan-
tage of the growing isolation of the United States on the
Vietnam war issue. Hoping to keep the United States on
the defensive in Europe, the Soviet leaders were of no
mind to let the initiative slip from their own hands on
the matter of European security arrangements, including
the question of troop reductions. Indeed, when the
Bucharest conference of July 1966 provided the occasion
for publicizing a new Soviet initiative on European
security, the package of proposals put forward on this
subject included reference to mutual troop withdrawals
but, at the same time, was notably ambiguous as to what
voice the United States should have in the proposed pro-

cess of settling European security problems.
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The Bucharest conference not only served as a plat-
form for inviting the countries of West Europe to give
thought, as it were, to bypassing the United States in a
move toward a general European settlement and new, all-
European collective security arrangements; it also was
, significant in providing the occasion for Soviet efforts :
? to promote united action by the Warsaw states on Vietnam
and to conunter tendencies of some individual bloc members,
particularly Rumania, to stray from a common policy on
Warsaw Pact matters. Before examining the transactions
of the Bucharest conference itself, therefore, it might
be well to go back briefly over the development of Soviet
relations with East Europe in the period from Khrushchev's
ouster to mid-1966,

E. SOVIET RELATIONS WITH EAST EUROPE PRIOR TO THE
BUCHAREST CONFERENCE

A few words on some of the underlying trends that
shaped the system of Soviet-East European relationships
to which Khrushchev's successors fell heir may usefully
precede our discussion of specific policy issues in the
period leading up to the Bucharest conference of July
1966. As frequently noted, it is difficult to find a
label that properly describes the evolving alliance sys-
1 tem in East Europe, which, at the time the Brezhnev-Kosygin

regime came to power, was held together by a web of ideo-

logical, economic, political, and military ties.60 The
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East European states clearly were no longer completely sub-

ordinated to Soviet power, yet limits were set upon inde-
pendent national action both by the control and influence
the Soviet Union was capable of exercising and by the
interaction of the East European regimes upon one an-
other.61 Each of these states was obliged in a sense to
work out an adjustment between its own national aspirations
and the requirements of bloc scolidarity. just as domesti-
cally each tended to develop its own brand of ''nationalized"
communi.sm.62

From the Soviet viewpoint, ever since the green light
had been given under Khrushchev for greater autonomy in

East Europe, Moscow had found itself alternating between

bilateral dealings with the individual East European re-
gimes and attempts to exercise its leadership throug: some |
multilateral form of "institutionalized unity." Eveh though !
the multilateral approach to economic integration through ;
CEMA had fallen rather flat in 1962-1963,% the warsaw
Pact continued to be upgraded as a multilateral instrument
through which both military and political integration could
be promoted.64 The Pact had proved to be a means through
which intrabloc conflict and friction could be resolved

65 . .
or at least contained, but at the same time it remained,

like CEMA, something less than an ideal instrument for |
carrying out common policies emanating from Moscow. 1In

fact, though toth CEMA and the Warsaw Pact were joint
multilateral podies. the system still lacked a set of
organs for policymaking and centralized enforcement of
decisions. Authoritative policy formulation rested mainly
with Communist Party leaders from the member states. meet-

ing together as circumstances demanded in what has sometimes
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been described as a system of "mutual concessions, confer-
ence and discussion."66 Even then. the policy decisions
they reached were not binding. and were implemented largely
by the national states and parties rather than through the
international machinery of the bloc.67

If past experience indicated that neither bilateral
nor multilateral principles for the management of Soviet
relations with the other Warsaw Pact members were al-
together satisfactory, a third alternative presented it-
self to the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime. This was to cultivate
further the trend toward regional differentiation which
had developed in Khrushchev's day between the ''Northern
Tier'" of states -- Poland, East Germany. Czechoslovakia -=
and the southern, or Balkan, grouping. The '"Northern
Tier" countries. which together with the Soviet Union it-
self formed a quartet sometimes referred to as the ''first
strategic echelon' of the Warsaw Pact,68 were obviously
of prime strategic and political importance to Soviet
European policy. for not only did their territory lie
astride what in wartime would be the main axis of a
Central European campaign, but they were the countries
sharing the most immediate geopolitical intwrests against
West Germany.

According to one East European witness, the idea for
a northern regional grouping with a preferential relation-
ship with Moscow originated with Gomulka between 1959 and
1963 and was inspired by his concern that a bilateral
Soviet-East German axis might be formed at Poland's ex-
pense.69 Whether or not this fear was justified, the
Soviet Union evidently found it advantageous to confer a

privileged status upon 'Northern Tier' countries, which
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received a more important regional role in Soviet military
and economic planning than did countries of the 'Southern
Tier."70 Discrimination in favor of the 'Northern Tier"
was heightened in Khrushchev's time by the erosion of
Soviet influence in the ''Southern Tier,' where in 1961
Albania had broken away from the Pact,71 and where by
early 1964 Rumania was beginning to balk against Warsaw
Pact military arrangements in much the same fashion in
which she had taken the lead in resisting Soviet proposals
for economic integration and division of labor through
CEMA.

These. then, were some of the trends at work in Soviet
relations with East Europe when the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime
took office. Basically. the decline in the Soviet Union's
once unquestioned dominance in East Europe during the past
decade had left Khrushchev's successors with the broad
choice of either making the best of an unsatisfactory
situation or trying to reimpose the Soviet writ through-

out the region. On the whole, they apparently accepted

the former alternative in the first years of the new regime.72

when the Soviet Union followed a largely conciliatory and
fence-mending line in East Europe, partly perhaps to ease
fears and uncertainties that had arisen there after the
change of leadership in Moscow. Eventually. of course.
the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime reversed itself, when it
called upon troops to restore Soviet authority in Czecho-

slovakia.

1. The German Democratic Republic

The new Soviet leaders hastened to reassure Ulbricht

that no Soviet deal with Bonn at Pankow's expense was in
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the works. although, as noted eerlier, they left themselves
some room for maneuver toward a possible rapprochement
with West Get:m..elny.?3 Cn several occasions prior to the
Bucharest conference, the Soviet leadership showed that

it was responsive to East German concerns about the possi-
bility that a solid Warsaw Pact front might not be main-
tained against Bonn.

One such occasion was the convening of the Pact's

 Political Corsultative Committee in Warsaw in January 1965,

This meeting, the first since July 1963, was called at
Ulbricht's insistence, according to Kosygin,74 suggesting
that Ulbricht had put in a special claim for placing GDR
interests high on the poliqy agenda of the Warsaw Pact.
The principal professed object of the meeting was to put
the Warsaw Pact states jointly on record as opposed to
any NATO nuclear sharing arrangement that might ''give
West Germany access to aiumic weapons."75 As subsequent
commentary indicated, the meeting also was intended to
demonstrate ''the complete emptiness of the imperialists'
hopes of digsuniting the socialist countries."76 Another
display of Soviet willingness to stand behind Ulbricht
against the potentially disruptive effects of economic
and other overtures from Bonn came with the cold reception
tendered the Federal Republic's '"Peace Note' of March 1966.
Three months later, the Soviet Union likewise quickly de-
flated the conciliatory trial balloon launched by West
Germany's Rainer Barzel.77

Meanwhile, however, the Soviet leaders made plain
that their political support of Ulbricht carried a price
tag in the form of economic concessions, such as those

embodied in a Soviet-GDR economic agreement signed on
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December 3, 1965, after an apparently arm-twisting trip
to Berlin by Brezhnev a few days before. The suicide on
December 3 of Dr. Erich Apel, Chairman of East Germany's
State Planning Commission, was reportedly in protest over
the disadvantageous terms of this agreement.78 Among these
terms, according to some critics, was Moscow's insistence
on charging artificially high prices for Soviet products
exported to East Germany, as well as its demand that pay-
ment be partly in hard currency. The five-year agreement
covering an exchange of some $15 billion worth of goods
also was said to peg GDR exports to the USSR below world
market prices. The Soviets later reportedly justified
these price differentials as necessary to offset the
large armament burden borne by the USSR on behalf of the

Warsaw bloc.79

2. Poland

With respect to Poland, the Soviet leaders lost no
time in letting Gomulka know that, like Khrushchev, they
regarded Poland as a key member of the Northern Tier of
Warsaw bloc states, so situated that if she should begin
to assert independent tendencies in the fashion of Rumania,
this could have adverse effects on the Soviet position in
Central Europe and even on the existence of the German
Democratic Republic.80 Gomulka, in turn, was not unmind-
ful of his own dependence on the Soviet Union, economically
and as the guarantor of Poland's western frontier.

Several times during the first year of their tenure,
both Brezhnev and Kosygin visited Poland to confer with
Gomulka.81 These meetings were cited as illustrations of
the Soviet Union's "proper and friendly relations' with its
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bloc neighbors, demonstrating, as Brezhnev put it during
his visit to Poland in April 1965, the 'correct combina-
tion of individual and common interests" which countries
of the Communist world should seek in their relatioas with
one anocher.82 But coming, as they did, shortly after

the March 1965 'preparatory" meeting of Communist parties
in Moscow had conspicuously failed to conciliate Peking

or produce a formula for worldwide Communist unity,s3
Brezhnev's remarks only accentuated the limitations of the
Soviet-Polish example as a model for intra-Communist rela-
tions. Indeed, on one issue on which the Soviet Union made
a strong plea for joint '"practical action'" -~ that of bloc
support for Vietnam -= Poland itself was slo& to heed the
summons, as were most of the other East European coun-
tries. 4 Down to the time of the Bucharest conference,

for example, only Bulgaria and Hungary had followed the
Soviet lead in offering volunteers.

3. Bulgaria

With Bulgaria, long considered the most conformist
of the Soviet Union's Warsaw Pact partners, the new Soviet
leadership presumably expected to carry on business as
usual. Any complacency, however, that Moscow may have
felt at the outset with respect to Soviet-Bulgarian rela-
tions was punctured in April 1965, when an abortive plot
against the regime of Todor Zhivkov was disclosed in Sofia.
Although details of this internai conspiracy involving
General Tsvetko Anev and several other Bulgarian army and
Party officials are obscure, it had a decidedly anti-Soviet
tinge. having apparently been inspired by a nationalist-

minded faction that hoped to reorient Bulgarian policy in
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a more independent direction, perhaps on the Rumanian

model.85

To prevent further erosion of Soviet authority im
the already shaky Southern Tier, Moscow quickly dispatched
a high-level troubleshooter in the person of Mikhail Suslov
to make an on-the-spot investigation in Bulgaria.86 Suslov's
conclusion seems to have been that the Zhivkov regime had

““the situation under control; but the Soviet Union there-

after could not take the steadfast loyalty of its Bulgarian

- -partner wholly for granted.

4. Hungary

In the case of Hungary, a country that both geograph-
ically and politically hovered between the Northern and the
Southern Tier of the Warsaw bloc, the new Soviet leaders
evidently recognized from the outset that they had a fence-
mending job on their hands, for Janos Kadar had proved to
be the most outspoken of all East European leaders in
defending Khrushchev's record and voicing concern that his
ouster might presage regression to heavy-handed Soviet
tactics in East Europe.87 A soft approach to Kadar, which
Mikoyan was shrewdly chosen to spell out in person, helped

to improve Soviet-Hungarian relations considerably,88 bu

t
Hungary's posture within the Pact suggested nevertheless
that she might not be altogether immune to the Rumanian
brand of independent behavior.

Perhaps the strongest hint that interest in expanded
trade and credits from West Germany might lead Hungary to
break ranks on a common political line despite the dis-

pleasure of Moscow and Pankow came on June 3, 1966, after
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Kadar had conferred with Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia, when
Hungary published a generally favorable appreciation of
Bonn's March 1966 '"Peace Note."89 From time to time, there
were other signs of Hungary's toying with potentially hereti-
cal foreign policy ideas, such as a Danubian confederation

of some sort:.90 But Kadar remained careful not to step out
of the role of a loyal, though by no means obsequious, ally
of the Soviet Union, and Moscow responded by giving Hungary
something like the preferential treatment accorded the

Northern Tier members of the Pact.91

5. Czechoslovakia

Czechoslovakia's relations with the Soviet Union
suffered an initial downturn in the fall of 1964, for the
Czech leader Antonin Novotny, like Kadar in Hungary, showed
some resentment of Khrushchev's dismissa1.92 The old-guard
Party leadership under Novotny was not in a good position,
however, to contemplate any basic reorientation of Czecho-
slovak policy, and its attitude toward Moscow returned to
one of official warmth, interspersed with discreet chafing
at what it considered inequities in the relations between
the two countries, especially in the economic field.

The economic difficulties that came to light after
negotiation of a five-year trade agreement in October 1965
were apparently related to the Soviet Union's.reluctance
to commit itself to adequate supply of agricultural and
industrial raw materials upon which the Czech economy,
like the economies of most of the East European countries,
had grown heavily dependent.93 The Soviet Union, for its
part, was not happy either about the raw materials situ-

ation, for the traditional pattern had become reversed,
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so that the USSR now found itself exporting more raw mate-
rials to East Europe than it imported and, woreover, upon
an unfavorable basis in terms of investment costs.94 Po-~
litically, from the Soviet viewpoint, these economic diffi-
culties could have undesirable side effects if, as had
happened in some other East European capitals, they were
to increase Prague's receptivity to Western initiatives,
particularly from Bonn. -
Despite such strains in Soviet-Czechoslovak relations,
Moscow could take satisfaction in the general support which
the Novotny leadership gave to a éommon front of bloc coun-
tries against West Germany95 as well as to the Soviet "unity"
line against Peking. 1In the latter connection, beginning
with Novotny's speech at a Kremlin reception in September
1965, the Czechoslovaks became the most vocal backers in

n96 Given

of Communist parties 'at an appropriate time.
the generally cooperative attitude of the Novotny regime,
together with Czechoslovakia's key position as a member
of the Northern Tier within the Warsaw Pact, the new
direction taken by the Dubcek reform government in 1968
was all the more discomfiting to the Kremlin leadership,
as its efforts to stamp out the Czech experiment were so

graphically to illustrate.

6. Rumania

Toward Rumania, the maverick of the Wursaw bloc, the
new Soviet leaders initially adopted a conciliatory atti-
tude tantamount to ''turning the other cheek,' but they
were to find that this approach did little to narrow the




"

«92-

breach which had begun to open between Moscow and Bucharest
in Khrushchev's day.97 Rumania's gradual emancipation from
Soviet dominance, which originally had been facilitated by
the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Rumania in 1958 and
later was symbolized by a memorable Rumanian ''declaration
of Marxist independence'" of April 27, 1964,98 continued

to manifest itself along three principal lines: Rumania's
resistance to the process of military integration and
centralization within the Warsaw Pact, her opposition to

99

supranational economic planning under CEMA, and her

‘insistence on "equality" and "independence" in interparty

and interstate relations. The last., translated into for-
eign policy terms, meant among other things that Rumania
reserved the right to deal as she saw fit with the West,
particularly West Germany, and to play a neutral role as
the "honest broker" in the dispute between Moscow and
Peking.

Rumanian dissatisfaction with Warsaw Pact military
arrangements was expressed in several ways soon after
Khrushchev's ouster. 1In November 1964 Rumania reduced
compulsory military service from 24 to 16 months;100
at about the same time, in interviews with Western corre-
spondents, Rumanian officials spoke of '"the need for new
ways' of reaching decisions within the Pact and recalled
earlier Rumanian statements favoring the '"abolition of
all milicary blocs."lo1 In June 1965, Nicolae Ceausescu,
who had but recently taken over the post of Party secre-
tary left vacant by the death of Gheorghiu-Dej in March,
made a speech before a group of Rumanian officers in which
he stressed '"mational" requirements for defense of the

"fatherland" and pointedly omitted all reference to the
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Warsaw Pact.lo2 That same month, a new Rumanian consti=

tution was published; it contained a proviso on declara-
tion of war which was aimed both at preventing Rumania

from being drawn into extraneous conflicts by her Warsaw
Pact commitments and at keeping any war decision in
Rumanian hands.lo3 Meanwhile, the reported reduction of
the Rumanian army from 240,000 to 200,000 men, together
with indications that Rumania was balking at sending her
troops out of the country for participation in joint Warsaw
Pact exercises in the summer of 1965,104 suggested that
recalcitrance in the military sphere had come to parallel
Bucharest's determination not to follow the Soviet Union :
blindly in foreign policy and economic matters.

Faced with an obstructionist Rumanian attitude whose
possible spread to other meinbers of the bloc was doubtless
disquieting, the Soviet leaders evidently decided in the
fall of 1965 that the time had come to counter Rumanian
efforts to water down the Warsaw Pact. The grounds on
which the Soviets chose to grapple with the Rumanian
deviation concerned the question of Pact reorganization,

a matter which the Rumanians themselves had already brought
up. The first open Soviet initiative took the form of a
proposal by Brezhnev for tightening the organization,
ostensibly in order to strengthen bloc "unity" in the

field of defense. Speaking at a Soviet-Czechoslovak
friendship rally in Moscow in September 1965, Brezhnev
said: '"The current situation places on the agenda the
further perfection of the Warsaw Pact organization.

We are all prepared to work diligently to find the best

solution. Two weeks later, in a speech to the Party

plenum, Brezhnev again took up the question of Pact
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reorganization. as he described a series of talks recently

held in Moscow with various East European 1eaders:106

Great attention ([was] paid to the co-
ordination of the foreign policy of the social-
ist countries, particularly to coordinating our
actions in the United Nations.l07 We discussed
the question of improving the activity of the
Warsaw Treaty Organization, the need to set up
within the framework of the Treaty a permanent
and prompt mechanism for considering pressing

problems.

From the evidence available, it is difficult to deter-
mine just how the Soviet Union's allies lined up on the
need for organizational reform of the Pact, or the extent
to which they themselves may quietly have lobbied for
change.lo8 However, it may be surmised that competing
suggestions for reform were offered by at least the Soviet
and Rumanian sides, each for its own reasons. Two kinds
of organizational change seem to have been at issue:
first. changes in the Pact's political mechanism for co-
ordination and enforcement of a common foreign policy
line; second, reform of the military command arrangements
within the Pact.

For their part, the Soviets apparently were interested
primarily in organizational reform in the first category,
designed to put teeth into such organs as the Political
Consultative Committee, or perhaps to create new ones,109
as a way of bringing pressure on independent-minded Pact
members like Rumania to conform to joint foreign policy
positions. With regard to the Pact's military command
structure, which was already thoroughly Soviet-dominated,
Moscow at the time presumably was satisfied with the

existing situation, although, as we shall see, there was
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later to be a shift of Soviet thinking in this area of
Pact reform as well.110

Rumania seems to have approached the issue of orga-
nizational reform the other way around. On the one hand,
the Rumanians were interested essentially in preserving
the Pact's existing political machinery, which gave the
individual bloc members considerable latitude for an
independent stand on foreign policy matters, or even in
loogening this machinery still more. With regard to the
military command structure, on the other hand, it was
apparently the Rumanians who were then pressing for Pact
reforms intended to lessen the Soviet Union's military
control. From the Rumanian viewpoint, no doubt, there
was tactical logic in this order of approach, for, if
Rumania could weaken the Soviet grip on the Pact's mili-
tary structure, it might thereby hope to reduce the chances
of Moscow's acquiring a tighter hold over foreign policy
decisions.

Following Brezhnev's talks with various East European
leaders in the fall of 1965, the Soviet Union evidently
continued to work behind the scenes to promote its version
of organizational reform within the Warsaw Pact. The public
record again is skimpy as to alignments within the Pact on
the reorganization issue, although, as later reported by
a Western journalist who cites "informed scurces,'" a
private and unproductive session of Pact leaders was be-
lieved to have been held in East Berlin in February 1966
to thrash out Rumanian demands for Pact reform.111 At the
end of March 1966, Brezhnev once more returned publicly to
the theme of "improving the mechanism of the Warsaw Pact';

he was speaking to the 23rd Party Congress =-- a speech,
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incidentally, in which his reference to the dangers of ex-
cessive ''mationalism" might have been taken to apply to
Rumania as well as to China.112
About a month later, Ceausescu in fturn took a position
which seemed to indicate that Rumania remained as unsympa-
thetic as ever to any proposals drawn up by Moscow for
organizational reform of the Warsaw Pact. 1In a strongly
nationalistic speech on May 7, 1966, the 45th anniversary
of the Rumanian Communist Party, he not only denounced
"military blocs . . . and the sending of troops to other
countries'" as an '"anachronism incompatible with independence
and national sovereignty,'" but he also lashed out at a
variety of historical and contemporary exémples of Soviet

meddling in Rumanian affairs.113

Although Brezhnev made

a hurried trip to Bucharest a few days later, presumably
to persuade Ceausescu to desist from tactics destructive
of bloc unity, the Rumanians apparently retracted nothing.114
On the contrary, a series of press leaks suggested not only
that Rumania had not budged from its position on matters

115 but that she was now prepared to reveal her

of issue
own proposals for Warsaw Pact reform designed to reduce
Soviet control and influence within the Pact.

One of the leaks from Rumanian sources in May 1966
concerned a proposal on Warsaw Pact reform said to have
been circulated to other Pact members. An official denial
was issued in Bucharest on May 18, biic excerpts from the
alleged document were published by the French Communist
newspaper L'Humanité, suggesting that the Rumanians had
used this channel to make their views known. Among the
points included, most of which were consistent with Rumanian

positions expressed on other occasions, were: (1) There
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should be prior consultation before any use of nuclear
weapons; (2) the practice of having a Soviet officer in
the post of supreme commander of the Warsaw Pact forces
should be changed to allow rotation of the post; (3) Rumania
objected to pro rata sharing of overhead costs of the Pact;
(4) the presence of Soviet troops in East Europe, with the
exception of East Germany, was no longer necessary, and
any country that wanted such troops should bear the cost
itself.116 Another Rumanian leak at this time revealed
that a meeting of the Pact's Political Consultative Com-
mittee would be held in July in Bucharest, where it could '
be expected that the contending Soviet and Rumanian ideas
on the organization and functions of the Pact would be
thrashed out.
Meanwhile, in late May and early June 1966, while
visiting Czechoslovakia, Brezhnev anticipated further
attacks on the Rumanian position in two speeches in which
he argued for strengthening the Warsaw Pact and indirectly
chided those who might be '"maive' enough to call for a
loosening of the Warsaw military alliance while the mili-
tary bloc of the North Atlantic alliance still existed to
serve ''the policy of the revanchists and militarists."ll7
While advance preparations for the Bucharest confer-
ence were under way, including a twelve-day meeting of
Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministers in Moscow in the middle of
June and a gathering of Pact defense authorities in Berlin
the same month,118 the Rumanians maintained an officially
correct, if somewhat c¢o0l, attitude toward Moscow. During
a visit of Chou En-lai to Bucharest in June, for example,
they took pains to stress their neutral stance as '"honest

brokers'" in the Sino-Soviet quarrel, and refrained from
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publishing some of the more outspoken anti-Soviet thrusts
in speeches by the Chinese delegation. So far as the im-
pending Bucharest conference was concerned, it appeared
that Rumania was not thinking seriously of trying to
dissociate herself from the Warsaw military alliance
whose protection she enjoyed, but, rather, that she was
bent upon finding out what price the Soviet Union would
be willing to pay for the appearance of bloc unity.

The Soviet leaders, for their part, seemed eager to
avoid a public display of annoyance toward Rumania, but
occasionally their vexation showed .through,. as when.
Brezhnev, during his visit to Prague in May, indirectly

scolded the Rumanians for their divisive attitudes, or

when Kosygin, in a speech in Cairo that same month,

pointedly .mitted mention of Rumania while listihg "friends
and allies" of the Soviet Union who had extended help to
the UAR.119 On the whole, however, the Soviet leaders
managed to ''keep their cool,'" as it were, in the face of
what must have appeared to them as a provocative challenge
from their Balkan ally. As the Bucharest conference
approached, the Kremlin leadership, if nct quite sure how
be~t to handle the recalcitrant Rumanians, was probably
counting on fraternal pressure from other bloc members

to help bring Bucharest into line.

THE BUCHAREST CONFERENCE LINE ON EUROPEAN ISSUES

Perhaps the first thing to be said about the Bucharest
conference itself is that proposals for internal reform of
the Warsaw alliance apparently got nowhere. Notwithstanding

the standard assurances that the conference had produced




a "full identity of views'" and further improvement in

n120 the

conferees, so far as specific disclosure of the meeting's

"the working of the Warsaw Treaty Organization,

transactions permits one to judge, endorsed neither Soviet
advocacy of instituticnal improvements to provide a

"permanent and prompt mechanism'' for coordination of Pact
policy nor Rumanian suggestions for the further loosening

of Soviet control over the alliance machinery. From the

‘Soviet standpoint, therefore, the net effect was failure

to tie the hands of Rumania or any other Pact members who

--might wish to follow Rumania's example in.pursuing inde-

pendent policies toward West Europe, and especially on
the German question. Similarly, the CEMA session tacked
on at the end of the Buchafeét.conferéﬁée failed to come
to grips with such divisive economic issues as price
differences, intrabloc sharing of investment in raw
materials development, and currency convertibility; in-
deed, its joint resolution merely stated that the organiza-
tion would carry on its work in accordance with previous
principles.121
Although the Bucharest conference may have contributed
little to Soviet hopes of ironing out the many internal
differences over political, military, and economic relation-
ships within the Warsaw bloc, it did achieve at least sur-
face unanimity among the member states on a common approach
to the war in Vietnam and to the issues of European security.
The conference 'Statement in Connection with U.S. Aggression

in vietnam,"

which contained a blanket condemnation of
alleged American misdeeds in Southeast Asia and endorse-
ment of Hanoi's terms fcr settlement of the Vietnam con-

flict, marked no basic change in the Soviet position on
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Vietnam, but it was noteworthy to the extent that it in-
cluded some points to which not all of Moscow's Warsaw
Pact allies had previously subscribed.122 Our interest
here, however, lies primarily in the joint "Declaration
on Strengthening Peace and Security in Europe,"123 a
document described by Izvestiia as the most comprehensive
and realistic plan for European security ever offered the

124 and one to which Kosygin later re-

people of Europe,
ferred as having enabled the Soviet Union and its allies
to "hold the initiative in raising the urgent problems of

" European security."'?> T e

The declaration, which offered a further modification
of the series of Sovietasponsored~programs(§or'Europe'n
security that had begun with Brezhnev's brief proposal
in April 1965, most nearly resembled the eight-point pro-
gram set forth in the Soviet reply of May 1966 to Bonn's

"Peace Note."126

Like the May 1966 document, the Bucharest
declaration called for settlement of a broad range of
European issues, noting that 'two decades after the end

of World War II, its consequences ... Europe have not yet
been eliminated; there is no German peace treaty, and
centers of tension, abnormal situations in the relations
bet 'een states, continue to exist."” Much of the declara-
tion was given over to denunciation of U.S. policy in
Europe, which was pictured as "all the more dangerous for

the European peoples because of being increasingly based

on collusion with the militarist and revanchist forces of

West Germany.”127

The specific proposals were listed under
a seven-point program at the end of the declaration.
The first point on this program was a generalized

plea for good-neighbor relations among European countries
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and the development of closer economic, techknical, and
cultural contacts. Next came a proposal to liquidate
military alliances in Europe, with the added provico that,
if the West was not prepared for this step, the military
organizations of NATO and the Warsaw Pact might be abol-
ished, with the alliances themselves temporarily remaining.
The third point catalogued a list of partial disarmament
measures 'toward a military détente in Europe," to in-

clude dismantling of foreign bases, withdrawal of all

“foreign troops within their national frontiers, phased ~~~

reduction of the armed forces of the two German states,

creation of nuclear-free zones, and cessation of flights

over European territory by nuclear-armed foreign aircraft.

The fourth point dealt with the need to rule out West
German access to nuclear weapons '"in any form whatsoever';
the fifth called for recognition of the immutability of
Europe's postwar boundaries as the basis of a durable
peace. A solution to the problem of a German peace settle-
ment stood sixth on the list, with the stipulation that
the starting point must be acceptance of the 'reality"

of the existence of two German states. The final point

of the Bucharest program was a proposal for "an all-
European conference to discuss security and promote Euro-
pean cooperation."

What the agenda for such a conference should be was
again left open, the only new element being the suggestion
that the conference might formulate a ''general European
declaration on cooperating in maintaining and consolidating

European securityv,"

which presumably would serve as a
substitute for a collective security treaty to replace

the existing NATO and Warsaw treaties. The question
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E_ 3 whether the United States would be invited to participate

’ in the proposed "all-European conference' also was left
vague. An assertion in the Bucharest declaration that
American policy aims in Europre "have nothing in common
with the vital interests of the European peoples and the

E tasks of European security,' together with a pointed obser-

vation that ''the European states are capable of solving

E : problems of relations among themselves without outside

interference," tended to stamp the United States as an

SR A

outsider without a valid claim to admission. On the other
‘hand, "the declaration also said that, in addition to the
Warsaw Pact countries, the proposed conference was expected
to bring together ''other interested states, both members
_of NATO and neutrals,'" thereby leaving the door open to
the United States as a NATO member. Notwithstanding the
amtiguity of the declaration on this question -- an ambi-

guity with perhaps the subtle intent of accenting a West
European sense of separateness from the United States --
r the Soviet leadership probably entertained no serious
expectations that any meaningful conference could be
arranged without American participation.

To sum up, the central significance of the Bucharest

proposals for Soviet policy in Europe seemed to hinge on

two points: first, that the existing military alliances
were to be dissolved in fsvor of new, all-European security
arrangements; and, second, that under these arrangements
the participating states were to guarantee a new European
order recognizing the permanent division of Germany. In
turn, the sleeper in this design for a European settle-
ment appeared to be its studied silence on the Soviet

Union's bilateral treaties with the Communist states of
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East Europe. Renewal of these treaties, which we shall
take up in a subsequent chapter,128 provided a backstop
for dissolution of the Warsaw Pact; under the bilateral
treaty network, Soviet military access to East Europe
would remain unimpeded after an American withdrawal from
Europe, and the Soviet Union would thus remain alone as

the dominant military power on the European continent.129

kMt 4




XILI. SOVIET EUROPEAN POLICY AFTER THE

BIUCHAREST CONFERENCE

With the promulgation of the Bucharest declaration in
mid-1966. the forging of a new Soviet European policy line
under the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime was for all practical
purposes complete. In regard to Western Europe. this
policy seemed pointed primarily toward the familiar aim
of breaking up NATO and loosening Europe's links with the
United States, although a secondary element. reflected in

negotiations with the United States on a nuclear non-

_proliferation treaty, also kept. alive the notion of Soviet-

American collaboration on matters affecting Europe's future.

In both instances, an important Soviet objective appeared
to be the isolation of Bonn and the underwriting of the
permanent partition of Germany. '

What gave the policy toward Western Europe a fresh
cast was mainly its emphasis upon proposals intended to
elicit closer political-economic-technical ties between
the West and the Soviet Union and to encourage the idea of

new collective security arrangements as a timely alter-

native to a NATO that had allegedly outlived its usefulness.

Looking two or three years ahead. a Soviet line attuned to
the Gaullist theme of "Europe for Europeans' might lend
itself nicely to the suggestion that West European members
of NATO would he well advised to exercise their option

to leave the alliance after its twentieth anniversary. in
1969. 1In the context ot such a strategy for separating
Western Europe from American influence, however. the
problem of Germany remained troublesome. Continuation

of a tough line toward Bonn would tend to drive West
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Germany closer to the United States. while receptivity to
a West German policy of reconciliation would threaten the
stability of the East German regime and perhaps reduce the

common fear of German ''revanchism' which had helped to
cement the Soviet hold on East Europe. There was a further
impediment to a Soviet line aimed at encouraging West
European relaxation and the fragmenting of Western alliance
arrangements; this grew out of the sharp contrast between

gestures of rapprochement from Moscow and the steady strength-

_ening of the Soviet military machine under Khrushchev's suc-

cessors -- a process that was becoming increasingly visible
by mid-1966. and one we shall take up in detail later.

With regard to East Europe. the Soviet Union emerged
from the Bucharest conference with a lapful of unresolved
problems. which. if essentially familiar, nevertheless
called for fresh thinking -- especially in light of the
new policy line staked out toward West Europe. In a broad
sense. perhaps the basic Soviet problem was how to maintain
the cohesion of the Warsaw bloc while at the same time
encouraging closer cooperation and more relaxed relations
with West Europe. In particular. there was the knotty
matter of keeping various East European regimes from
breaking ranks on a common line toward West Germany, so
as not to compromise the position of the German Democratic
Republic. This problem was further complicated by the
Soviet Union's own interest - the potential advantages
of better bilateral relations with Bonn.

For the Soviet leadership, there was also the need
to marshal support among the East European countries for
the Soviet position against China, and for a world confer-

ence of Communist parties. at the probable price of further
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concessions to restive Warsaw Pact members like Rumania.
Beyond these questinns stood that of the Soviet attitude
toward the Warsaw Pact itself. Besides its purely mili-
tary potential and its function as an instrument through
which Soviet political control and influence‘could be
exercised in East Europe, the Pact had also become a
useful vehicle of sorts for "conflict resolution' among
its member states. Therefore. how far and how fast to
move in the direction of scrapping the Warsaw lact for
some broader European security scheme was a problem of
b§-ﬁd.ﬁeéns-ﬁégligible broborfion§ for the Sovﬁéﬁﬁieéaér;."
ship.
Finally, of course. unforeseen developments could in--
trude upon the Soviet Union's relations with both halves '
of Europe, calling perhaps for a substantial readjustment
of the European policy that had gradually taken shape
during the first two years of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime.
The present chapter, dealing mainly with Western Europe
and the Middle East, will take us through the next two
years in the evolution of this policy. up to the fateful
juncture, in Argust 1968, when the Soviet Union's effort
to halt the process of change in East Europe by force of

arms threw its European policy into disarray.

A. GENERAL FEATURES OF THE SOVIET DIPLOMATIC OFFENSIVE
IN WESTERN EUROQPE

Following the RBucharest conference. it became more
apparent than ever that Soviet diplomacy had taken the
initiative in Europe. in part perhaps because the Vietnam
war had increasingly drawn American attention from the

European scene and provided tempting opportunities for
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t : Moscow to play upon strains between the United States and
its West European allies. During the latter months of
1966 and in 1967. top Soviet leaders continued an unprec-
edented round of visits to various European capitals.
tirelessly preaching the advantages of cooperation with

the Soviet Union and the dangers of subjection to American

political and economic hegemony. particularly as U.S.
policies were allegedly calculated to encourage the re-
vanchist aims of Bonn. As previously discussed. the
suggestions for "bridge-building" in President Johnson's
speech of October 7. 1966. received a chilly reception in
Moscow. where Brezhnev declared that the United States

was laboring under a '"persistent delusion" if it thought

relations with the Soviet bloc could be improved despite
the war in Vietnam.2

Interestingly enough. aithough the Soviet message to
Western Europe depended in part on persuading Europeans
that their interests were being damaged by the U.S. involve-
meunt in Southeast Asia. there was no suggestion from Moscow
that Europe had ceased to be thes decisive arena of world
politics. On the contrary. as Gromyko put it in a speech
at the United Nations in September 1966. Europe was still
to be considered ''the barometer of the world's political
weather."3 Or. as another Soviet spokesman argued. the
main focus of U.S. strategic attention had not shifted

from Europe to Asia despite the war in Vietnam, and there-

‘ fore it would be a mistake to accept the notion that 'the
situation in Europe has stabilized and theve is no threat
to world peace.”a Likewise. in the mounting volume of
# Soviet propaganda centering on the dangers of a new Bonn-

Washington axis. and on the need for a European security
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program like that advanced in the Bucharest declaration.

this point was consistently made in late 1966 and early
1967:
In spite of the menacing events unfolding

on other continents. Europe is the world focus

o_ political contradictions. It is in Europe

that the two systems directly confront each

otner and that enormous political and military

forces are concentrated., and it is also in

Europe that unsolved problems are Eregnant with

the threat of dangerous conflicts.->

This picture uf a Europe pregnant with the danger of
new conflicts doubtless was meant to reinforce the Soviet
contention that European tranquility was still thgeatened
by West Germany, againét which a new system of Europezn
security must therefore be built. BRut the picture was
so overdrawn that it served. in a sense. to bring out
certain elements of contradiction in the Soviet position.
To begin with. the image of a conflict-prone Europe was
curiously out of keeping with the prevailing impression
in the West that Europe in the mid-sixties was a fairly

secure place. thanks to a stabilized military environment
6
",

"governed by tacit common interest in preventing war
but. if one did concede that European stability was illusory.
then Soviet arguments that NATO had become a useless anach-
ronism would tend to fall flat. For it would then appear
unwise to many West Europeans to start scrapping a security
system of their own for an unknown alternative. especially
as NATO's functions already included the implicit one of
"containing' West Germany within the NATO framework.
Moreover. even though the reemergence of an aggressively

nationalistic Germany was an objectionable thought to most
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West Europeans. their latent fears on this score were un-
likely to be seriously aroused by a Soviet propaganda that
chose to intensify its familiar attacks on Germarn r.:anch-
ism and militarism. along with new warnings about the 'rise
of neo-Nazism'" in West Germany.7 at the very time that a
new coalition government in Bonn was displaying aun obvious
readiness to movz toward reconciliation. Suffice it for
the moment to note that these inconsistencies served some-
what to weaken the Soviet diplomatic offensive i1n Europe,
as we now look briefly at the development of Soviet policy

toward West Germany following the Bucharest conference.

B. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD WEST GERMANY

Internal political developments in West Germany in
the fall of 1966. which led to the formation. early in
December. of a '"Grand Coalition' government of the Christian
Democratic Union (CDU) and the Social Democratic Party (SFD),
presented Moscow with a choice between continuing an un-
compromising line toward Bonn or responding more affir-
matively to the new Eastern policy advanced by the Kiesinger-
Brandt coalition. This policy, the essence of which was to
seek reconciliation with the Soviet Union and East Europe

and "regulated coexistence' (geregeltes Nebeneinander)

with East Germany.8 reflected the leaning of the Social
Democrats toward a more liberal and active Eastern policy.
It involved. among other things, a partial abandonment of
the so-called Hallstein Doctrine.9 as indicated by Kiesinger
in a Bundestag speech on December 13. 1vy66. in which he

made ''nown that Bonn was prepared to establish diplomatic

. 1
ties with the countries of East Europe. 0
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Soviet treatment of this newest conciliatory overture
from Bonn was at first restrained. but did not suggest any
readiness to enter into more amicable relations with West
Germany. Although a few Soviet commentators initially
viewed Kiesinger's statement as a ''step in the right direc-
tion."ll most Soviet appraisals. like one offered by
Brezhnev in mid-January of 1967. professed to find in it
"ample evidence that the goals of West German imperialism

unfortunately remain unchanged.”12

On Jarruary 28, just as
Bonn's new policy was about to bear its first fruit with
the establishment of diplomatic relations between the Fed-
eral Republic and Rumania_.13 the Soviet Union delivered a
particularly harsh attack against Bonn in the form of a
note to the American, British. and French governments.
pointedly observing that these powers. along with the
Soviet Union. were ''responsible under the Potsdam Agree-
ment for preventing the resurgence of German militarism
and Nazism.”lh In this note. which stressed that neo-Nazi
trends in West Germany could produce '"a new Hitler

armed with nuclear weapons,"

Bonn's desire to improve
relations with the USSR and East Europe was acknowledged.
However. the note c~ncludc? Bonn had n~* ~iven up the
"revanchist aims'" of former German governments. such as
"territorial claims to other states. a striving for nu-
cle:r weapons. provocative designs against Berlin and the
like."

It is unlikely that the Soviet government expected
this denunciation to prevent Boun and Bucharest from
estalishing viplomatic relations. but. once they had
doe so, Moscow again faced the question whether to go

along gracefully with Bonn's efforts to normalize relations
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with the Soviet bloc. or to lend its support to Ulbricht.
who had immediately dug in his heels to resist any further
East European novement toward the Federal Republic. After
what may have been momentary reservations about letting
Ulbricht's fears dictate Soviet policy,15 the Soviet
leaders evidently., for reasons of their own. chose to back
him up. Two reasons may be supposed to have been partic-
ularly persuasive: First, the Federal Republic's pursuit

of détente with the East not only might stimulate divisive

forces within the Soviet bloc but also promised to alleviate

a source of discord between Bonn and the Western allies,
and thus threatened to work against the Soviet goal of
keeping West Germany isolated; second., there was the
plain fact that. with her advanced industrial-technical
resources. West Germany. if given access to East Europe.
could be expected to make important economic inroads in
the region. thus paving the way for greater political

influence.16

1. The Soviet Approach to Countering Bonn's Eastern Policy

In opposing Bonn's new Eastern policy, the Soviet
Union pursued a dual approach. On the one hand., it took
various steps in concert with East Germany and Poland to
erect a common bloc front against Bonn's efforts to estab-
lish further diplomatic ties in East Europe. These steps
will be discussed in the next chapter. Concurrently. the
Soviet Union also moved quietly toward a series of bi-
lateral conversations with Bonn. designed. apparently,
to turn West German hopes for détente to Soviet advantage.

Characteristic of this element of Soviet policy was the

dusdessini,
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propesal that West Germany -- as the precondition for im- ; E
proved relations -- abandon various positions: on borders.
Berlin, nuclear equality, the role of the Federal Republic
as spokesman for all Germans. and so on. If these condi-
tions were met. the net effect would be to change the
status quo on the West European side while confirming it
in East Europe.

This second line of Soviet policy took shape between
July and October 1967. 1In July. as subsequently disclosed.
private taiks were held in Bonn between Foreign Minister
Willy Brandt and Soviet Ambassador Semyon Tsarapkin. at
which, along with several German suggestions for improving
relations, the possibility of working out a renunciation-
of-force agreement was broached.17 This idea. recalling
Bonn's March 1966 ''Peace Not:e."18 was taken under considera-
tion by the Soviet Union. After about three months. during
which other efforts by Bonn to improve the climate of rela-
tions with both Moscow and East Germany had made little
progress.19 Tsarapkin again met with Brandt on October 12.
this time to convey Soviet readiness to discuss an agree=-
w a2 aouacaux the use of fevce. However. Tsarapk:
reportedly said. such a step toward improving relations
would only be possible if East Germany were also included
in an exchange of declarations on the same basis as other
East European states.20 Thus., the price for Bonn was
willingness to move toward recognition of the GDR. a price
it declined to pay.

Two months later. after further conversations between

Brandt and Tsarapkin. in November 1967. had produced no

ecasing of Soviet terms for a renunciation-of-force agree-

ment, the price was steeply raised on December 8 in a
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Soviet povernment statement to the three Western powers
and Bonn.21 Besides denouncing ''neo-Nazism and militarism"
in West Germany in terms similar to those of the Soviet note
of the previous January 28. the new statement stipulated
that a renunciation-of-force agreement could now be had
only if Bonn met East Germany's maximum conditions for
"normalizing" relations; these included the familiar
demands for the recognition of existing frontiers. ahandon-
ment of Bonn's claim to represent all Germans. and renun-
ciation of nuclear arms. as well as a disavowal of the
claim that West Berlin is a part of the Federal Republic.22
The addition of the last item to the price tag for
improvement of Bonn's relations with the Eastern bloc im-
mediately suggestcd that Soviet diplomacy had now set its
sights on loosening the Federal Republic's ties with
Berlin -- an objective which had been more or less quietly
shelved since the brief harassment of Berlin's communica-
tions not long after the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime came to
power.23 This supposition was strengthened a few days
after the December 8 statement. when a joint Soviet-East
German declaration., again assailing West German ''aggressive-

ness.'" included the pointed warning that '"illegal encroach-

ment on West Berlin by the FRG will meet a firm rebuff."24
Coupled with ominous statements issued later in December
by various East German spokesmen to the effect that
institutions and activities of the Federal Republic should
be driven out of West Berlin.25 this warning seemed to
imply that a new Berlin crisis might be brewing as the

year 1968 began.
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2. Efforts To Loosen Boan's Ties with Berlin

At this point, the Soviet leadership had to make up
its collective mind whether to permit the Ulbricht regime
to launch a campaign of harassment that might indeed bring
on a full-blown crisis or whether to try more subtle tace
tics by which to turn Bonn's reconciliation policy to
Soviet advantage. Although there was speculation that
the Soviet leaders may have differed among themselves over
this choice.26 the second alternative apparently won out.
at least for the time being. 1In an aide-mémoire presented
to Bonn on January 6. the Soviet Union set out a long list
of complaints on activities of the Federal Republic in
West Berlin that allegedly countravened the city's four-
power status, but at the same time suggested that Bonn's
policy of seeking better relations with East Europe might
receive more generous consideration if the Federal Republic
were to reduce its political presence in West Berlin.27
This would include giving up the practice of holding
Bundestag committee meetings in West Rerlin and forgoing

other public shows of unity with the city.28

In February 1968, a fresh Soviet protest against Benn's

"unlawfuil activities'" in West Berlin alleged that th~-se

were being carried on with the '"connivance'" of the Western

X _ 29
occupation authorities. This was soon followed by another

foermal denunciation of '"neo-Nazism'" in West Germany.30 The
latter statement declared that Bonn had ''pronounced a death
sentence on its so-called 'new Eastern policy''" by refusing
to clamp down on neo-Nazi trends; but it also held out a
sprig of reassurance by noting that the Soviet Union was

willing "'to grant full support to the Federal Republic"

provided the latter would pursue 'a peaceful foreign policv.

1
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Bonn's replies to the barrage of Soviet notes and
other protests disputed Soviet charges of fostering neo-
Nazism. and also declared that West Germany was only follow=
ing long-existing practices in West Berlin. which in nc way
could be construed as tampering with the city's four-pe.. -~
status.3l The Federal Republic also sought to regain soine ' 3
initiative for its normalization policy by once more pro-
posing to negotiate renunciation-of-force agreements with
the Warsaw Pact countries. sweetening the proposal on this
occasion with ar offer to consider some understanding on
nonaggression with East Germany after bilateral negotiations 3
with the Soviet Union.32

Nevertheless. the Soviet protest tactics of early 1968 1
had placed Bonn in an awkward predicament. for they amounted
to saying that the Federal Republic could now expect to
advance its normalization policy only at the cost of
severing its ties with West Berlin In the eyes of the
Soviet leadership. the situation ir West Berlin -- given

a growing malaise among the city's iopulation and its in-

creasingly precarious economic positicen -- may have appeared
shaky euough to justif, +hs hor  +thar a combination of |
pressure and persuasion would prompt Bonn voluntarily to
relinquish its influence in the city.

Further developments in the spring and summer of 1968
bore out the point that the Soviet Union -- in what appeared
to be close collaboration with the Ulbricht regime -- was
prepared to continue a probing campaign designed to weaken
the Federal Republic's ties with West Berlin. In this
phase of the campaign against Berlin. however. the Soviet
Union remained in the background. allowing East Germany to

apply a graduated series of restrictions upon West German
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access to Berlin33 but avoiding a direct challenge to the

access rights of the Western powers =-- a tactical ploy
presumably meant to keep a major crisis from erupting.
and one with the added potential of creating friction
between the Federal Republic and its Western allies.

The initial GDR move came on March 11, 1968. with an
order prohibiting travel to Berlin and to points in the
German Democratic Republic by West German citizens who
were members of the right-wing National Democratic Party
(NPD) or who "engaged in activities of a neo-Nazi nature."34
The next restriction, applied on April 13. was a 'tempo=-
rary' ban on travel by West German officials to West
Berlin through GDR territory.35 This was followed on
June 11 by an East German announcement that transit visas
would be required of all citizens of the Federal Republic.
and that special transport taxes would be applied after
July 1. 1968, to passengers and freight moving to Berlin.36
Hints from Pankow suggested that additional restrictions.
possibly extending to air travel. might be in store.

Despite protests from the Western alli- 1laheling
the Eas. German curbs on travel invalid and "inconsistent
with the goal of a relaxation of tension in Europe."37
neither the tripartite powers nor the West German govern-
ment seemed disposed to take any counteraction that might
precipitate a new Berlin crisis of major dimensions. thus
conveying to Moscow and Pankow the message that ''salami
tactics'" judiciously applied might succeed in slicing
away still further the rights of free access to Berlin.
How far this process might be carried would depend largely
on the restraint which the Soviets chose to exercise over

Ulbricht's appetite for more slices. This. in turn.
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depended at least in part on what use the Soviet Union saw
in maintaining a sense of tension over the Berlin question.

From one viewpoint. the tensions caused by the squeeze
on traffic between West Germany and Berlin could be regarded
as useful in justifying increased Warsaw Pact vigiiance and
a tightening of cooperative military activity among Pact
members in the Northern Tier, where Czechoslovakia's reform
course had introduced an unexpected challenge to Soviet
power in the early months of 1968.38 To the extent that
the Soviet leadars shared with Ulbricht an {nterest in
checking unwelcome changes in Czechoslovakia's orientation.
a heating up of the Berlin situation probably was a conve-
nient device for attempting to restore discipline and
unity in the Warsaw Pact.

At the same time. however, there was a case to be nade
against allowing the Ulbricht regime too much leash. Not
only might the East Germans manage to whip up a full-blown
Berlin crisis to which the Western powers would find it
imperative to react. but the prospects for development of
a more flexible Soviet policy toward West Germany == an
alternative not without some potential appeal to Moscow.
as we shall see in a moment == might also be set back. In
this connection. the Soviet Union's interest in obtaining
Bonn's signature on the nuclear nonproliferation treaty
provided a further incentive for not letting Ulbricht go
too far and too fast in applying a squeeze on Berlin; as
Bonn let it be known. its price for signing the treaty

might include such quid pro quos as a relaxation of

"massive Soviet political pressure' against the Federal

Republic and a letup on GDR harassment of traffic to

Berlin.39
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That the Soviet Union was indeed wary of permitting
Ulbricht to overreach himself was suggested by the invita-
tion extended to Foreign Minister Willy Brandt to confer
in East Berlin with Pyotr A. Abrasimov. the Soviet ambas-
sador to East Germany.AO The eight-hour session. on
June 18, between the chairman of West Germany's Social
Democratic Party and the Soviet plenipotentiary in East
Germany seemed to serve several purposes: It was a re-
minder to Ulbricht that management of the Berlin situation
remained in Soviet hands; it gave the Soviets the oppor-
tunity to play upon internal differences between the West
German coalition partners -- CDU and SPD ~- over the
handling of the Berlin question; and it allowed the Soviet
Union to convey the impression that no major crisis was
brewing. a point which Brandt was also happy to make.Al

A further interesting point of the Brandt-Abrasimov
meeting was that it marked one more move toward direct
bilateral dealings between Moscow and Bonn.42 A short
time earlier, it may be recalled., a step in the same direc-
tion had been Bonn's suggestion. in April, that progress
might be made toward renunciation-of-force agreements with
the Warsaw Pact countries if the subject were first tackled
bilaterally between Moscow and Bonn. In mid-1968. after
Moscow's disclosure, in the July 11 issue of Izvestiia. of
therctofore unpublished aspects of its confidential talks
with Bonn on a force-renunciation agreement had drawn a
riposte from Brandt, the rather one-sided nature of
Moscow's terms for an agreement became more clear. In
particular. as Brandt revealed. a Soviet memorandum of
July 5, 1968, had specified that the Soviet Union would

reserve the unilateral right to use force against West
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Germany under some circumstances even if it signed a mutual
declaration renouncing force. Despite this evidence of the
abrasive character of bilateral dealings between Moscow and
Bonn. however. the possibility that bilateralism might
enter into future Soviet policy toward West Germany was

not necessarily to be ruled out.

3. Possible Implications of Bilateralism for Soviet Policy

Toward Bonn

Venturing here onto rather speculative terrain, one
might suppose that even though Soviet attitudes toward West
Cerminy hardened perceptibly in 1967 and the early months of

1968. the Soviet leadership had not closed its mind completely

to the potential advantages of a more flexible policy aimed
at bilateral settlement of the Berlin question and other
issues with Bonn. Such an alternative policy, though de-
parting from the customary. intransigent Soviet line toward
West Germany, would not necessarily be incompatible with the
Soviet goal of keeping Germany divided. nor with that of
weakening the Federal Republic's attachment to NATQ; 1in-
deed. it might hold more promise of prying Bonn away from
its Western partners. especially the United States. than

an unmitigated hard line.

Several circumstances might have persuaded Moscow that
it would pav to pursue a serious bilateral game with Bonn.
Despite Soviet insistence that revanchism remained rampant
in West GCermany and that nothing had really changed behind
the facade of a conciliatory Ostpolitik. there were some
grounds fcr suppnsing that the Soviets perceived a quali-
tative change in Germany and her 1eadership.43 a change

that created a more fluid situation with possibilities

s
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for polizy, reorientation. One of its aspects was the
emergence under the Grand Coalition of a more independent
German diplomacy. which. though still in a formative stage.
seemed inclined to abandon its old fixatioms in favor of
"recognizing realities."aa Bonn's uncertainty as to how
much Western backing it could count upon was another

factor that. in Soviet eyes. might make the West Germans
more amenable to abandoning some of their old positions

in the light of new 'realities." 1In part. this uncertainty
grew out of circumstances such as the distraction of the
United States by the war in Vietnam. American concern over
the balance of payments. pressures for troop reduction.

and other problems that tended to create doubt about the
durability of American commitments in Europe. But perhaps
the most specific. and in some sense unwitting. source of
West German disquiet was the nuclear nonproliferation
treaty.

As noted by a number of European observers. nothing
except Vietnam and de Gaulle had done more to drive a wedge
between the United States and Europe in the mid-sixties
than the negotiations on a nonproliferation treaty.“5
Politically. the treaty in essence would have seemed to
convey to the Soviets that the United States was willing
to negotiate. against German interests. for an agreement
which. though less offensive to the Federal Republic than
in its origiral form. nevertheless promised to place a
nonnuc lear Germany at a permanent disadvantage vis-a-vis
the Soviet lnion and France. Given this apparent demon-
stration of U.S. reluctance to advance German interests
against the Soviet Union. Moscow may well have counted

on new opportunities to arise that would enable it to
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press for the settlement of other issues with Bonn with-

out encountering significant opposition from the United
States. Furthermorzs. if the Federal Republic were ulti-
mately to sign the nonproliferation treaty and thereby for-
malize the attainment of Moscow's long-sought goal of barring
the nuclear door to Bonn, the Soviet leaders also might come
to feel more confident than before that they could handle
West Germany alone without the restraining benefit of an
American presence in Europe. thus resolving their old
ambivalence on this score.

Bonn. in turn. if persuaded that American support of
German interests vis-a-vis the Soviet Union could no longer
be taken for granted. would have a further incentive to
seek a rapprochement with Moscow. This need not neces-
sarily take the form of a new Rapallo, but it might re-~
sult in Germany's accepting some new European security
arrangement that would be tantamount to her giving up
the NATO path to German security. and that would perhaps
be accompanied by Soviet-dictated changes in the GDR regime
calculated to make East Germany a more palatable neighbor.
or even a confederate partner. for the Federal Republic.

Although the prospect of a bilateral Moscow-Bonn
rapprochement in the direction speculatively outlined
here was obviously set back in 1968 by the Czech invasion,
it was still not to be dismissed out of hand as a possible
alternative pattern for the future development of Soviet-

A West German relations.46

C. SOVIET DIPLOMACY'S INTENSIFIED DRIVE AGAINST NATO

At the same time that Soviet diplomacy was seeking

ways of dealing with Bonn's new Grand Coalition government




-123-

in late 1966 and 1967, it also busied itself with other
matters on Moscow's European policy agenda. These included
drumming up support for the European security proposals
advanced at the Bucharest conference. appealing for in-
creased technical cooperation between Western Europe and
the Soviet bloc. agitating against the American military
and economic presence in Europe. and campaigning for the
dissolution of NATO. All of these themes. which various
Soviet leaders had dwelt upon in their rece..t travels to
European capitalsA7 and which Soviet propaganda organs
had taken up with new vigor.48 were brought together by
Brezhnev at a meeting of European Communist parties held
at Karlovy Vary. Czechoslovakia. in April 1967.49
Here Brezhnev. playing upon European resentment toward
the United States over such problems as thz technological
gap. declared that a new and 'promising trend" towird pan-
European cooperation in the economic and technical fields
had set in and would help ensure Europe's 'liberation from
the dollar.”so Belaboring the American military presence
in Europe as a factor which "encourages West German mili-
tarism and increases the threat to peace in Europe."
Brezhnev prescribed adoption of the Bucharest collective
security proposals as a general answer to this threat.
In a more specific tack directed against American naval
deployment in the Mediterranean area. he asserted that
"the time has come to demand the complete withdrawal of
the U.S. Sixtn Fleet from the Mediterranean."Sl Rather
curiously. Brezhnev also found it expedient to claim that
it was important 'to tie down the forces of imperialism in
Europe' as a ''real help to the liberation struggle

on other continents." which would sugpest that he saw

some virtue in a contained military stalemate in Europe.
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Perhaps the most notable aspect of Brezhnev's Karlovy
Vary speech. however. was its call for a broad program of
political action aimed at bringing about the demise of

NATO. After paving note to Western discussions on the
future of NATO.52 and dismissing as "'absurd" the idea that
"NATO is capable of playing a positive role in developing
contacts between West and East.”53 Brezhnev gave the signal
for concerted agitation against NATO with the following

words:

In weighing the possibilities opened
up by evolving events in Europe. we cannot
ignore the fact that in two years the gov-
ernments of the NATO countries will have to
decide whether or not NATO is to be ex-
tended.54 1In our opinion. it is quite
correct that Communists and all progressive
forces should try to use this circumstance
to develop still more widely the struggle
against the preservation of this aggressive
bloc.

In subsequent months. this call for an intensified
campaign against NATO was followed by a series of opror-
tunistic propaganda attacks against various NATO activi-
ties. real or alleged. Among the targets were a proposal
to create a NATO standing destroyer force; a tentative
idea for establishing a nuclear mine belt along the Turkish
frontier; NATO's alleged 'provocations'" against "inde-
pendent Arab countries' in the Middle East conflict; and
its similarly alleged backing of ''Greek reactionary cir-
cles" in the Greek coup of April 1967 and again in the
November 1967 Cyprus crisis.55 Following the first meet-
ing of the NATO Ministerial Council outside France. in

mid-June 1967. Soviet propaganda focused on alleged attempts
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of the United States to make its NATO partners give 'direct
support to the aggressive expansionist designs of Israel."
and harped on the growing ''fear' among NATO countries of
"being involved in policies alien to their national
1nterests.”56

The anti-NATO campaign touched off by Brezhnev at
Karlovy Vary reached a crescendo after the next meeting
of the NATO Ministerial Council in Brussels. in mid-
December 1967. At this meeting. the NATO members. including
France. agreed to a political report on the future tasks of
the alliance which stressed, among other things. that 'the
way to peace and stability in Europe rests in particular
on the use of the alliance constructively in the interest

of détente."57

On military questions. and without French
participation. the members adopted a new strategic concept.
formally replacing the outmoded one of '"'massive retali-

ation'" with a strategy of ''flexible response."

approved
the creation of a standing naval force in the Atlantic.
and set up a five-year military planning cycle. They also
agreed on reduced force levels for ground troops. and
called on the Warsaw Pact countries to join in a phased
reduction of opposing armies in Europe.58
For those hoping that Soviet hostility toward NATO
might be softened by the accent on détente sounded at the
Brussels session, the Soviet response was hardly encourag-
ing. With one voice. Soviet propaganda organs asserted
that NATO's 'aggressive'' nature remained unchanged. despite
attempts to put on a ''new face'" at Brussels with the adoption
of the "so-called Harmel Plan." Thus. deriding "talk about
plans to modernize the Atlantic alliance'" so as to make it

"a practical instrument for cooperation with the East." a

I
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Moscow commentator declared that ''the Brussels session
shows plainly enough that NATO will continue as an instru-
ment of war."59 The main line taken in Soviet commentary
on the Brussels meeting depicted NATO as ''torn by serious
contradictions.' with its members increasingly unhappy
over being tied to U.S. policy, especially over ''the grow-
ing risk of being drawn into dangerous military ventures,
alien to their interests."60 Under the ''cover of talks
about 'reform'." the United States was said to be trying
to get a firmer grip on the other NATO members, to make
them shoulder a greater share of military expenditure,
and to bind them to long-term commitments.

The creation of a standing Atlantic destroyer force
was viewed in this light by some Soviet observers as a
commitment intended to forestall '"the disintegration of
the bloc in 1969 in connection with expiration of the North

At lantic Treaty."61 Other commentary described the destroy-

er force as a "substitute for the abortive MLF project."62
NATO's adoption of the '"flexible response' doctrine drew
criticism on the grounds that it was even ''more dangerous'
than the concept of ''massive retaliation,' because it '"may
raise false hopes that a military conflict in Europe can be
kept within local bounds and not allowed to develop into

a big war with use of all means of extermination."63 One
military matter raised at the Brussels meeting, however,
was virtually ignored; namely. the call for mutual troop
reductions, which was dismissed by a Soviet radio panelist

" . u6l‘
as ''only a gesture.
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D. SOVIET RELATIONS WITH FRANCE AND BRITAIN

In Soviet attacks on NATO. both before and after the

Brussels meeting., France fared better than the other alli-

ance members. generally being commended for not truckling i
to the United States.65 The cooperative tenor of Soviet-
French relations which had been set by de Gaulle's trip
to Moscow in mid-1966 and Kosygin's return visit at the
end of the year continued throughout the early months of
1967 . There was. for example. an increased exchange of .
various economic and technical delegations. as working

ties between the two countries were expanded in aviation.

electronics. food processing. and other 1ndustries.66

Toward the end of April, about a month after the departure

of U.S. and other NATO forces from France. a symbolic

gesture of closer Soviet-French rapport in the military

field took place when France's top military man was invited %
to Moscow for the annual May Day parade in Red Square. He |
was General Charles Ailleret., French chief-of-staff and
expositor of France's "all-azimuths' nuclear strategy.

who was later to perish in an airplane crash.67 Several
months after his trip to Moscow. his visit was returned

by Marshal M. V. Zakharov. chief of the Soviet General
Staff.68 In June. in another demonstration of Soviet-
French collaboration, Kosygin twice stopped off in Paris 3

on short notice to confer with de Gaulle during a trip

to the United Nations in connection with the Arab-Israeli
69

crisis.

Yet. along with these manifestations of continuing

cordiality. signs of a subtle change in Soviet-French

relations appeared in 1967. Suggestions of a slight
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cooling-0ff in the political sphere first arose when pro-
jected spring visits to Paris by Brezhnev and Podgornyi
failed to materialize.70 As some Western observers saw
it. the French national elections in March., which showed
de Gaulle slipping and biought gains to the French Commu-
nist Party. may have reduced Moscow's previous ardent

interest in courting the French 1eader.71

De Gaulle's trip
to Poland in September 1967. during which he suggested to
Gomulka that Poland might profit from France's example by
steering a more independent course between the world's

two "colossi."72

probably irritated the Russians no less
than some of his other utterances irked the West Germans.73
Even at the Brussels meeting in December 1967, where French
abstention from the military discussions was applauded by
the Soviet Union. France's adherence to a declaration that
"the pursuit of détente must not be allowed to split the
alliance”74 served notice that de Gaulle was not neces~-
sarily Moscow's man. So, too, did the French leader's
public approval of President Johnson's Vietnam peace
initiative of March 1968.

What probhably gave Moscow the clearest notice that the
time had come to hedge its bets on de Gaulle. however. was
the latter's handling of the domestic crisis which arose
in May 1968 out of the protest movement of students and
workers. De Gaulle's resort to the theme that 'totali-
tarian communism' was attempting ''to take over the country,"
and his harsh strictures against the French Communist
Party.75 must have placed a serious strain on the for-
bearance of the Soviet leadership. the more so as Moscow
had sought to throw the influence of the French Communist

organization behind de Gaulle agaii:st what it described
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as ''politically adventurist'" student radicals.76

De Gaulle's

resounding electoral success in June. which he owed in part

to evoking the threat of a Communist takeover. added a

further element of doubt as to the future of Soviet-French

collaboration. Although the public Soviet response to the

French crisis avoided a direct censure of de Gaulle. it

came close to the target by charging that the Gaullist party

had chosen to present itself to the electorate as 'the

savior of the country against 'The Red Menace'.

77

Perhaps none of this added up to the conclusion that

the Soviet leadership was prepared to write off de Gaulle's

further potential as an alliance splitter and a rallying

point for anti-American sentiment in Europe.

It did sug-

gest. however, that the Soviet-French rapprochement had

passed its peak by mid-1968 and entered a stage in which

its usefulness to Soviet policy would tend to decline --

an impression strensthened., as we shall see. by de Gaulle's

own evident disenchantment with the Soviet Union after the

invasion of Czechoslovakia. in August 1968.

Soviet relations with Britain warmed up several de-

grees after Kosygin's London visit. in February 1967. as

a result of pledges by both sides to develop trade ard

technical cooperation.78 but Soviet policy achieved no

visible success in inducing the Wilson government to veer

away from its close association with the United States or

to lessen its support of NATO. Moscow's hopes of exploiting

Anglo-German differences nver troop costs and other issues

to drive a wedge between London and Bonn likewise were

blunted(79 partly perhaps because of Britain's need to

win West German backing for British membership in the

European Economic Community.

B S T —
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From the point of view of the Soviet Union. the Wilson
government's reluctance to repudiate U.S. policy in South-
east Asia despite its strong desire to help bring the
Vietnam war to the conference tahle80 remained a distinct
impediment to the improvement of Anglo-Soviet relations.
Thus. even though the Soviet leadership continued the
dialogue with Britain on various major issues. the Soviet
press in 1967 and earlv 1968 remained sharply critical of
what it chose to describe as British subservience to Amer-
ican policy; later in the year. Cromyko noted publicly
that Soviet-British relations would be improving somewhat
more rapidly "if British foreign policy overcame its one-
sided orientation on a number of major international is-
sues.”81

The rather slow pace of efforts to establish closer
Soviet-British ties, despite some increase in economic con-
tacts,82 was illustrated by the cautious sparring over terms
for a treaéy of friendship and peaceful cooperation, which
Kosypin had proposed during his London visit. Discussions
on the subject in 1967. during which British Foreign Secre-
tarv George Brown visited Moscow, and again in January 1968,
when Wilson paid a brief visit to the Kremlin,83 yielded no
apparent progress on the treaty. Another project for which
Kosygin had sought British backing in February 1967, the
proposal for a European security conference, was discussed
again during Wi.lson's Moscow visit of January 1968. Soviet
unwillingness to make clear whether such a conference would
include the United States apparently left the British wary
of giving it unqualified endorsement. although the joint

communiqué covering Wilson's visit noted that a security
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conference ''could be valuable. subject to the necessary
preparation.”aa
In talks with other European leaders. as with the
British. Soviet efforts to promote a European security
conference along the lines of the Bucharest proposal con-
tinued to meet with a mixed response. owing in part to the
question of American participation. 1n March 1968. for
example. Austria agreed "in principle'" to the idea of an
all-European security conference. but reportedly bhalked in
private at the exclusion of the United States.85 Similar
reservations were shared by a number of other European gov-
ernments whose endorsement had been sought. including that
of Ttaly. Another obstacle that made it difficult for
Soviet diplomacy to sell its version of a European security
conference was the question of GDR participation. Insistence
that East Germany be included was logical enough from the
Soviet viewpoint as a way of ennhancing the Ulbricht regime's
international stature. but at the same time it raised for
several West European countries the complicated issue of
diplomatic recognition of the German Democratic Republic.
Nonetheless. whether or not Soviet diplomacy could
take the credit, the idea of a European security conference
gained some headway. In February 1968, for example. at a
Dutch parliamentary discussion, it was urged that more
active steps be taken in this direction.86 giving impetus
to the notion that some of the smaller countries in both
West and East Europe might explore ways of removing the
various hindrances to a security conference. Meanwhile.
rather paradoxically, the Soviet Union itself -- perhaps
because of increasing distraction by troublesome develop-

ments in East Europe -~ scemed to be soft-pedaling the
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idea of an all-Eurcpean security conference. However.
there were occasional sipgns that the project had by no

means been dripped from the Soviet agenda. 1In his tour

d'horizon of June 27. 1968. for example. Gromyko once more

devoted major attention to the need for a European security
conference. stating that the Soviet Union was ready to enter
preparatory discussions 'with those governments of European
states which understand the need and urgency of coordinating

t

ard pooling efforts for this purpose.'" Interestingly enough.

however. he no longer linked the conference proposal with the

subject of mutual dissolution of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.87

E. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD THE COUNTRIES ON NATO'S NORTHERN

AND SOUTHERN FLANKS

Along with the developments discussed above. Soviet
European policy in the period following the Bucharest con-
ference was notable for the increased attention given to
improving relations with countries on the northern and south-
ern flanks of NATO. With regard to the Scandinavian countries,
which Soviet commentary occasionally singled out as recog-
nizing '"'more clearly thar any other region of West Europe'
the need to normalize relations with the Soviet bloc,88
Moscow's principal aim seemed to be to encourage the Nordic
members of NATO -- Norway and Demmark -- tc quit the Western
alliance in favor of a neutral grouping of northern states,
along with Sweden and Finland.

Although the Soviet Union sought to prcmote the idea
of Scandinavian neutrality. its attitudes toward this ques-
tion varied from time to time. large.y perhaps because of
uncertainty as to whether a Scandinavian defense alliance

unassociated with MNATO would represent a form of neutrality

L
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acceptable to Moscow. In the fall of 1966. for example.
following NATO mareuvers ia the north of Norway designed

to meet a simulated threat to NATO's northern flank via

the Arctic. the Soviet Union launched a press campaign to
warn Norway that her security would be better assured
through a policy of Nordic neutrality than through asso-
ciation with NATO. The idea that a defense alliance of
Scandinavian states might seLve as a substitute for NATO
membership was specifically attacked by Izvestiia in
September 1966, at which time it was also suggested that
Great Power guarantees of Scandinavian neutrality might

be a useful alternative to NATO.89 A month later. however,
the Soviet Union tentatively recognized that a Scandinavian
defense alliance was a '"possible alternative.'" provided it
stayed outside existing military blocs.90 Subsequently,
this idea disappeared from Soviet commentary, which

focused once more on the straightforward theme that. since
there was no Soviet threat to Scandinavian security. there
was no longer any need for Norway to look to NATO for
protection.

In its approach to Norway and Denmark. the Soviet
Union applauded groups in the two countries that were de-
manding the ''liquidation of NATO'" and advancing '"positive
programs' for a ''meutral, atom-free North.' as well as
pushing for a popular referendum on withdrawal from NATO.91
There were both soft and hard elements in the Soviet atti-
tude toward Norway. On the one hand. Soviet propaganda
expressed sympathy for Norway. pictured as having been
"drawn into NATO against her will' and having fog;d NATO
" A

brief interlude of hostility toward the Norwegian coalition

membership ''a heavy yoke on her foreign policy.
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government that had taken office in 1966 was followed by
efforts to establish cordial relations with the new govern-
ment.93 which led to the signing of a trade agreement in
September 1967 and a visit to Moscow by the Norwegian De-
fense Minister, Otto G. Tidemand, a month later.94 On
the other hand. however, the Soviet Union complained that
Norway was lending herself to the purposes of NATO's
"morthern strategy.' aimed at making Scandinavia '"an
anti-Soviet jumping-off point." and warned that leaders
"who countenance such strivings subject theilr countries
to great risk.”95 Soviet spokesmen also asserted that
the USSR had been falsely accused of having a 'particular
interest in ice-free harbors in Norwegian territory."g6
Similarly, while treating anti-NATO trends in Denmark as
an encouraging sign of '"'political maturity.' the Soviet
Union found fault with Denmark's failure to recognize
certain political realities. as in her refusal to establish
diplomatic relations with the German Democratic Republic.97
Toward Sweden, the Soviet Union pursued a cordial
line, marked in 1967 by an increasing exchange of mili-
tary visits,98 a trip to Stockholm by a Supreme Soviet
delegation. and a visit to Moscow by Swedish Foreign
Minister Torsten Nilsson. Soviet commentary took partic-
ular satisfaction in the growth of anti-American sentiment
in Sweden. noting that the United States was ''becoming
alarmed'" at Sweden's friendly relations with the USSR,
and applauding the Swedes for dismissing charges by a

visiting U.S. Congressional delegation that anti-American
100

99

demonstrations were compromising Swedish neutrality.
In July 1968, during a visit to Stockholm that was cut

short by the need for his presence at a Warsaw Pact meeting

i
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on the Czech situation, Kosygin sounded the standard Soviet
line that Norway and Denmark should emulate Sweden's neu-
tral stance by abandoning NATO. He also. on this occasion.
_ expressed opposition to the idea of a Nordic defense alli-
% ance.
: With respect to Finland, Soviet policy continued to pro-
mote the warmer relations which had developed since the Fin-
nish Communist Party had been taken into Finland's coalition
government. in thbe summer of 1966. providing an example of
the kind of Popular Front government that the Soviet Union =
was interested in seeing set up in the West.101 In May C
1967, Moscow greeted with approval measures adopted by a
new permanent commission for ''expanding the economic founda-
tion of neighborly relations between the two countries";lo2
in December. on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary
of Finnish independence. Podgornyi visited Helsinki. where
new pledges were made to strengthen trade. cultural, and
other ties between Finland and the Soviet Union. Soviet
commentary on this anniversary paid particular tribute to
Finland's support of the idea of convening a Euvropean
security conference and to the Finnish '"suggestion for
creating an atom-free zone in Scandinavia."103
The Soviet desire to see Finland remain as a show
window for Popular Front governments was underscored in
the spring of 1968, after the Finnish Communist Party lost
ground in the March elections and changes in the Cabinet
had the effect of reducing Communist influence in the gov-
ernment. Despite these changes, Moscow accepted the situa-
tion without notable protest, presumably in order not to
jeopardize Communist participation in a continuing, though

somewhat diluted., Popular Front arrangement in Finland.loa
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On NATO's southeastern flank, meanwhile, the Soviet
Union devoted further attention to the improvement of
relations with Turkey., which had shown signs of warming
ever since early 1965, when Turkey evidently began to
feel that her interests in the Cyprus question had been
slighted by her NATO partnets.lo5 Agreements reached in
1966 and 1967 for Soviet economic and technical aid helped
to melt at least some of Turkey's traditional coolness
toward her powerful neighbor to the norch,w6 and although
Turkish officials presumably continued to regard Moscow's
overtures with a wary eye., the two countries moved gradu-
ally toward a détente of sorts. From Moscow's viewpoint,
the problem of balancing carefully between Turkey and
Greece on the Cyprus issue was eased considerably by the
military junta's coup in Greece. in April 1967, after
which Soviet diplomacy aligned itself squarely with Turkey,
although not without some impediment to Soviet relatioms
with the Cypriot regime of Archbishop Makarios.107

In September 1967, when Turkish Premier Suleiman
Demirel visited Moscow in return for Kosygin's visit to
Turkey the previous December, the Soviet press noted that
both sides had reached 'close or identical' views on vari-
ous international questions., and that there were no longer
any territorial disputes to obstruct Soviet-Turkish rela-
tions.108 Along with such assurances of amity toward
Turkey, a querulous note occasionally crept into Soviet
commentary over such matters as the proposal for a nuclear
mine belt at the Soviet-Turkish frontier, an idea which
the Turks themselves had sugge~:ed to their NATO partners.
For the record. the Soviet press sought to gloss over this

last point in its attacks upon the mine belt proposal,
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picturing it as "a barefaced U.S. propaganda provocation

aimed at poisoning the favorable development of Soviet-

Turkish relations";lo9 on a clandestine level. however.

Soviet-inspired propaganda took on a harsher tone ¢o the

effect that Turkey risked being turned into a graveyard

if the mine belt were installed.llo
Despite the probability that doubts about the other

party were not resolved in either Moscow or Ankara. the

Soviet Union could at least feel that its policy of

"practical collaboration'" with Turkey was paying off in

undermining the position of the United States in Turkey =

and loosening to some degree the latter's affiliation

with NATO.111 These doubtless appeared as no small gains.

given the strategic importance of Turkey as the Soviet

Union's door to the Eastern Mediterranean and the growing

significance which this region assumed in Soviet plans

in the aftermath of the Arab-Israeli war of June 1967.

F. SOVIET POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND ITS IMPACT ON
EUROPE

At the Brussels meeting of the NATO Council in December
1967, note was taken of '"a marked expansion in Soviet forces
in the Mediterranean' and of the need to give particular
attention to the "defense problems of the exposed areas'
such as NATO's "South-Eastern flank'; at the next meet-
ing of the Council, in Iceland, six months later. the same
question again received close attention.112 This sensi-
tivity in NATO to problems of safeguarding the southern
flank of Europe grew not only out of immediate concern
over possinle repetition of such regional conflicts as

the Arab-Israeli war of 1967 and the Cyprus crisis. but
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also out of a more deep-seated apprehension that the Soviet
Union might see in the turbulent Middle East a beckoning
opportunity to expedite the removal of Western influence
from the area and to establish itself as the dominant
power at the strategic crossroads of the European. Asian.
and African continents. NATO's disquiet over the creeping
growth of Soviet military and political influence in the
Mediterranean increased still more after the invasion of
Czechoslovakia.

. Behind such Western concern lay the long-time ambition
of Russian leaders from the Czars to Stalin to obtain a
strategic-political foothold in the Middle East.l13 Should
the incumbent Soviet leadership be bent upon an energetic
pursuit of this traditional aspiration., the potential
consequences could indeed be felt in Europe. Among other
things. the Soviet Union might manage to acquire a position
from which it would be possible to outflank Turkey and
Greece. to raise the political and economic costs of
Europeanr access to Mid-East oil. and to interpose Soviet
military power across lines of communication through the
area. Moreover, the very threat to European interests
implicit in any Soviet attempt to establish a dominant
sphere of influence in the Middle Eastlla could spill over
into Europe in the form of revived Cold War animosities
and perhaps even lead to a Great Power confrontation in
the Mediterranean. For all these reasons. even though
Soviet involvement in the Middle East is a subject which
lies largely outside our study. it seems appropriate here
to examine briefly the links betwcen the evolving situation

in the Middle East and Soviet European policy.

JPTRTY NV P
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The June War and Its Aftermath
The pivotal event that brought fundamental changes

1.
in established political and power relationships in the
in June

Middle East during the tenure of the Brezhnev-Kosygin re-

gime was, of course. the sixeday Arab-Israeli war.
The extent to which prior Soviet policies contributed

1967 .

to the outbreak of the June war need not be debated here.
to the Arab states and her somewhat dubious part in exacer-

Suffice it to say that. despite Russia's role as arms supplier

bating the crisis in May 1967 which immediately preceded
the Israeli attack. 15 the war itself probably came as an
unwe lcome surprise to the Soviet leadership. Attempts in
concert with the United States to contain the conflicet.
] which we have already discussed, suggest that avoidance of
a Great Power confrontation was uppermost in the Soviet
leaders' minds during the period of active hostilities.
although at the very close of the war they issued an
ambiguous threat to take unspecified measures against

Israel. 6
The aftermath of the war, however. presented a new

11

and fluid situation, full of both pitfalls and opportunities
for Soviet policy. While it is stili {ar from clear what
course this policy eventually may take, some of the choices
made by the Soviet leaders -- who apparently differed on
occasion among themselves ~- can be identified. One
choice, obviously made promptly after the fighting ceased.
was a decision to put the shattered Arab armies back on

their feet, toward which end large arms shipments were
dispatched, along with additional military advisers.118

Initially, this move may have been dictated by a desire
to recoup Soviet prestige in the Arab world and. as Soviet
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sources put it. to ''restore the military balance' between

the Arab states and Israel.119 However. it had sgveral

other effects: It reduced the prospects for avoiding
another expensive round of the Middle East arms race;

it increased Arab dependence on the Soviet Union; and

it raised the possibility that the rearmed Arab countries
might precipitate another war in the Middle Eagt by attempt-

ing to avenge their latest military setback at the hands
of Israel.
In connection with repairing the military posture of

- the Arab states. particularly Egypt. the Soviet Union faced
the decision whether or not to make its help contingent
upon internal political reforms that would give '"progressive"
Soviet-oriented elements more influence and would help pre-
pare the way for revolutionary changes in the sociopolitical
order. Two schools of Soviet opinion seem to have been in-
volved. One. taking an essentially ideological position.
favored a line aimed at ''breaking up the old government
machine" and weeding out bourgeois elements. especially
in the armed forces.lzo The other. more pragmatic. appar-
ently felt it prudent to go slow in pressing for a revo-
lutionary transformation which Nasser might regard as un-
warranted interference in Egyptian affairs. The counsel

of the second school of thought evidently prevailed, al-

though some pressure undoubtedly was put on Nasser to let
local Communists out of jail and to purge the "military
bourgeoisie' in his officer corps.121
Another Soviet decision of considerable consequence
was to keep on station in the Mediterranean the bulk of
the augmented naval force. which had made its presence

highly visible during and immediately after the six-day
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war. This force, details of which we shall take up in a
later chapter. was credited by Soviet spokesmen with hav-
ing played a ''decisive role in frustrating the adventurous

n122 Some of its units

plans of the Israeli aggressors.
put in at Egyptian and Syrian ports during the tense pe-
riod following the sinking. in October 1967. of the Israeli
destroyer Eilat by an Egyptian missile patrol boat. osten-
sibly to warn Israel of the risks of retaliatory action.123
Publicized flights of Soviet strategic bombers on '"friendly
visits' to "fraternal Arab countries.'" in December 1967
and subsequently, seem to have had a similar funccion.lz4
Besides these displavs of its military presence in
the immediate theater of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the
Soviet Union also chose to show the flag in a widening
area beyond the Eastern Mediterranean. To the westward.
its naval units called at ports in Algeria, where the
possibility arose that the Soviet Union might seek to
arrange w.th the Boumédienne government for the use of
the former French naval facility at Mers el Kébir.125 At
the same time, the Soviet Union turned its attention to-
ward the southern part of the Arabian peninsula. where
British power was in the process of vacating the strategic
rimlands governing access to the Indian Ocean from the
Red Sea and the Persian Gulf. In November 1967. Moscow
decided to intervene in the Yemeni civil war. sending
air support, including both transport and combat aircraft
flown by Soviet pilots. to aid the republican regime in
Yemen against the royalists.126 This step was taken just
as the last of Nasser's troops were being withdrawn from
Yemen and the British had pulled out of Aden in neighbor-

ing South Arabia.127 It was followed about a year later
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by the signing of a Soviet military and technical aid agree-
ment with the new South Yemen government in Aden.

Although only time will tell whether Soviet military
aid activity in the two Yemeni states was a passing episode
or the prelude to a larger plan for extension of Soviet
political and military influence into adjacent Arabian
areas.128 the fact remains that tentative first steps
were taken toward establishing a Soviet presence at the
gateway to the Indian Ocean. Incidentally, it was a
matter of some interest that in the spring of 1968, follow-
ing a trip to India earlier in the year by Admiral Sergei

. Gorshkov, head of the Soviet navy, a group of Soviet naval

vessels for the first time made an extended '"goodwill"
cruise through the northern Indian Ocean and the Persian
Gulf.129 Soviet military aid programs in the Sudan and
Somalia were also pertinent to the extension of Soviet
military influence along the western rim of the Indian
Ocean in 1968.

Throughout the period after the June war while the
Soviet Union was helping to rebuild the armed forces of
the Arab states and making its own military presence felt
in the Middle East, Soviet spokesmen stoutly denied that
the USSR had any intention of setting up military bases
on NATO's southern flank. As one commentator put it, 'the
Soviet Union never has had, nor is it working toward the
acquisition of bases, spheres of influence, or oil con-
cessions'" in the Mediterranean basin.130 In a formal
sense. it was true that the Soviet Union did not move to
acquire its own bases; however, by making use of local
facilities in the Arab countries and seeking access to

Yugoslav naval installations.131 the USSR was hardly
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displaying indifference toward the utility of supporting
bases in the area. At the same time that it was denying
interest in acquiring bases of its own, Moscow continued
to press for the elimination of Western bases in the
Mediterranean area, making those in Libya and Cyprus the
particular targets of its propaganda. The presence of
foreign bases was singled out as a major cause of the
November 1967 Cyprus crisis.132 After the June war, the
Soviet Union also stepped up its propaganda against NATO
naval activities in the Mediterranean, labeling naval
maneuvers in August 1967 as an attempt Ly NATO to offset

its ''seriously weakened political position in this area.”133 .

2. Questions Concerning the Soviet Military and Political
Commitment in the Middle East

One result of the June war. as suggested by these
various steps of the Soviet Union. was a gradual increase
in its military commitment in the Middle East. How much
more deeply the USSR might choose to commit itself mili-
tarily remained to be seen, but the Soviet leaders clearly
had made up their minds to demonstrate that the Mediter-
ranean could no longer be regarded as an exclusively Western
preserve.134 At a minimum, the maintenance of a military
presence in the area seemed designed to restore damaged
Soviet prestige in the Arab world by a visible show of
support that would deter Israel from any serious military
moves against the Arab states. Another function of the
Soviet military presence may have been to retain some
local control over possible provocative actions by client
Arab states. Also, the maintenance of a Soviet military

foothold in the Middle East, together with military aid
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programs to selected states in the region. may have been
counted upon to reduce hostile access to the southern
border areas of the Soviet Union itself in the event of
a major crisis in either Europe or the Far East.135

Beyond this., however, one could not say with assurance
that the Soviet Union had more ambitious military under-
takings in mind., such as a major buildup of forces and
supporting bases in the Mediterranean capeble of out-
flanking Europe strategically from the south. The charac-

tar of the Soviet forces rotated intc the Mediterranean

~and the problems of reinforcing and logistically support-

ing them under hostile conditions were such as to suggest
that the Soviet Union was far from being in a position to
confront NATO power in the area directly.136 Rather, while
agserting that as a Black Sea and Mediterranean power it
had an "irrefutable right" to send its warships into
Mediterranean waters.137 the Soviet Union seemed prepared
for the time being to go no further than to employ its
forces for surveillance and occasional harassment of NATO
naval operations in those waters. With regard to committing
naval forces to the Indian Ocean as a routine matter. the
Soviet Union's capacity to sustain a permanent offshore
presence of significant size likewise seemed somewhat
limited. unless arrangements were made with suitably
located countries for support facilities ashore. 1In
this connection. Soviet aid programs for the construction
of port facilities in such countries as India and Somalia
opened the possibility of bargaining for use privileges.

In the political sphere, Moscow's efforts in the after-
math of the June war to rally international support for the

Arab cause. including attempts to bring the various Warsaw
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Pact cruntries together on a common line toward the Arab
states and Israel,138 testified to the Soviet Union's
continuing intention to play a major political role 1in
the affairs of the Middle East. Perhaps the most pressing
immediate issue before the Soviet leadership was whether
to pursue a policy of uncompromising support of the Arab
position. which was likely to keep Middle East tensions
dangerously high, or to advise the Arab states to offer
mutual concessions that might lead to a settlement and
reduce the danger of a new war.139

According to some observers, Soviet spokesmen. in
private discussions with Arab leaders in 1968, tended to
counsel the latter course.140 But their public utterances
often conveyed the impression that the Soviet Union was
interesced in keeping the Middle East situation just below
the boiling point.l41 perhaps on the calculation that an
incomplete settlement and continuing tension would keep
the Arab world conscious of its dependence on the Soviet
Union and firmly aligned against the West.

Only toward the close of 1968. after a spiraling
cycle of incidents had posed the danger of open renewal
of warfare.142 did the Soviet Union begin to take what
looked like serious diplomatic initiatives to break the
Arab-Israeli impasse. The first of these was Moscow's
expression., in early December. of active support of the
Jarring UN mediation mission in order to facilitate a
political settlement that would head off "a new dangerous
flareup" in the Middle East.143 This was followed on
December 30 by a Soviet note to France. Britain. and the
United States proposing terms for a settlement which re-

flected a somewhat more flexible attitude than Moscow had
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previously displayed on such questions as border adjust-

ments. and which raised the possibility of including some

'variant of guarantees by the four permanent Security

Council memhers.”laa Although the Soviet proposal connoted

having the Great Powers bring pressure to bear. especially.

upon the Israeli side. and reportedly was unacceptable to

the United States on a number of points.145 it did lead

to informal four-power talks in New York. in April 1969,

to explore the prospects for a political settlement. ]
Whatever second thoughts in Moscow may have prompted

the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime to seek a diplomatic cooling-

Il

off of the Arab-Israeli crisis. the Soviet leaders cer-
tainly were not unaware that the situation since the June

war of 1967 had placed greater political leverage in their

hands than they had theretofore possessed in the Middle E
East. a region which Brezhnev. in July 1967, had described

t
E as ''one of the major areas of the national-liberation move
} ment" where the '"Soviet Union sees its task as one of

frustrating imperialism's designs . . . and helping the
i Arab states to defend their freedom and independence"'m6
It was also. incidentally. an area that afforded access
E to the India-Pakistan subcontinent. where Sovier political

and strategic interests were growing.147 Increased culti-

vation of Iraq and Iran in 1967-1968 suggested, moreover.
i a widening pattern of the Soviet Union's regional involve-
E ment in this part of the world.148

There was thus little room to doubt that., by early

E 1969. the Soviet Union was politically more deeply engaged ]
% in the Middle East than ever before. Yet various un-

resolved questions remained as to its objectives in the

area. and whether and to what extent its leadership was

prepared to follow high-risk policies in their pursuit.
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On the one hand, it might be argued that the Soviet
leaders -- sensing a slowdown of the political offensive
against Western Europe and having suffered political losses
in East Europe -- would find themselves the more tempted
to seek compensating gains by pursuing a radical policy

course in the Middle East. 1In this view. they might hope
to pull off a political end run through the Middle East.
putting themseives in a position to threaten Europe by
cutting off her oil supply. by bringing pressure on less
stable states on the southeast rim of Europe. and so on.
Within the Middle East itself., a companion feature of
this essentially radical and high-risk policy might be
for the Soviet Union to use its increased political
leverage tc install '"progressive' revolutionary regimes
in the Arab countries. hoping thereby both to consolidate
its influence and to demonstrate that Soviet political
strategy is capable of achieving dynamic ideological
successes, which would help offset the rival claims of
Peking's Third World strategy.149
On the other hand, however. there were grounds for
supposing that the Soviet leaders might be inclined to-
ward a more moderate and patient policy course in the
Middle East. Among considerations that might sway them
in favor of a conservative approach would be: the desire
to avoid being drawn into active intervention on behalf
of the Arab states in the event of a new round of Arab-
Israeli warfare. which might also embroil the Soviet
Union with the United States; awareness that denial of
0il and other Middle East resources to traditional Western
consumers could cut both ways. increasing the economic

demands of Middle East countries upon the Soviet Union
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to make up for lost revenue; recognition that crntinued
closure of the Suez Canal. while damaging to Western inter-
ests. would also be hard on Egypt and the Soviet Union
itself. the more so as transit of the Suez has been of
declining value to the West with the development of super-
tankers while becoming more important to the Soviet Union
for routing supplies from its Black Sea ports to North

Vietnam and for establishing a strategic link with the

. Indian subcontinent; and finally. the possibility that.

even though 'progressive'' Arab regimes could perhaps be
launched on the "socialist path'" with generous Soviet
assistance. such regimes might prove jealous of their
independence and defy Soviet control in the manner of
Castro's Cuba.150
In light of such considerations. it might well be
argued that Moscow would eschew a radical policy in the
Middle East. and that the Soviet leaders more likely
would prefer to work toward such objectives as reducing
Western influence and improving the Soviet Union's own
position in the Middle East by using such relatively
conventional foreign policy methods as economic projects.
military aid. and diplomatic support to strengthen the
pro-Soviet orientation of existing Middle East govern-
ments. A parallel feature of this approach, which might
also recommend itself to the Soviet leadership, would
be an attempt to seek larger economic gains from the
Soviet Union's improved position in the Middle East.
Soviet activity has already been pointed toward such aims
as acquiring a major role in the development and market-
ing of Persian Gulf oil resources and Iranian natural

gas -- partly to regain a payoff on the considerable
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credits the USSR had extended in the area.lsl and partly
perhaps to use Middle East oil (which costs less to pro-
duce than Soviet o0il) -- in an effort to channel more of
the Soviet Union's own investment resources into other
sectors of the Soviet economy.152

Whether Soviet policy in the Middle East will tend
to move along the extreme or the moderate lines sketched
out above remains to be seen. To a considerable extent.
the answer may turn on the opportunities which present
themgselves. together with the risks and costs of pursuing
them. The Soviet leaders may find that Arab nationalism,
a force that worked for them as long as the common object
was to expel dominant Western influence from the area.
will begin to work against them if it becomes plain that
Western influence is simply to be replaced by Soviet
domination. At the same rime., the attitudes of the
Western powers are likely to represent a factor of no
little consequence in shaping the opportunities perceived
by the Soviet leadership in the Middle East. Should the
policies of the Western powers. for any of a variety of
reasons. seem to signal a declining interest in the area.
Moscow may come to the conclusion that the way is open
for further Soviet penetration. with reduced risk of

encountering serious outside resistance.
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XIV. SOVIET POLICY IN EAST EUROPE:
MID-1966 TO MID-19

In the two years after the Bucharest conference of
July 1966. the Soviet Union was obliged to cope with pro-
gressively troublesome threats to its control over East
Europe and to the unity of the Warsaw bloc. These chal-
lenges began early in this period with Rumania's breaking
of ranks on a common line toward West Germany. which made
more difficult the problem of maintaining bloc cohesive-
ness in the face of Bonn's diplomatic drive in East Europe.
However. it was the subsequent. and perhaps largely un-
foreseen. train of events in Czechoslovakia which posed
the most severe problems for the Soviet leadership.

Regarded in Moscow as the gravest challenge to Sonviet
interests in East Europe since the Hungarian rebellion of
1956, Czechoslovakia's new course under the Dubcek regime
not only raised disturbing questions as to the steadfast-
ness of the military and foreign policy position of & key
member in the Warsaw Pact's Northern Tier, but in the eyes
of the Soviet leaders it also threatened to weaken the
internal structure of Communist power in that pivotal
country ~- perhaps an even more disturbing prospect.

In this chapter we shall deal with the efforts of the
Brezhnev-Kosygin regime to stem the gradual erosion of
Soviet authority in East Europe. including the developments
that culminated in the invasion of Czechoslovakia in
August 1968. The management of military affairs within
the Warsaw bloc. as well as the impact of the Czechoslovak
intervention upon Soviet European policy. will be taken
up in later chapters.
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A. EFFORTS TO COUNTER BONN'S BRIDGE-BUILDING DIPLOMACY
~ IN EAST EUROPE
The most notable sign that neither the Bucharest con-
ference nor another gathering of Warsaw Pact leaders later
in 1966l had produced a workable formula for a united pol-
icy front came on January 31, 1967. when Rumania took the
independent step of establishing diplomatic relations with
the Federal Republic,2 thus openly breaking the common line
on West Germany. This move, which at the same time signaled
Bonn's abandonment. at long last, of the so-called Hallstein
Doctrine.3 was made in the face of strenuous opposition from
Ulbricht's regime. backed by Poland and the Soviet Union.4
In fact. only three days previously. the Soviet Union had
delivered a particularly harsh attack on the reconciliation
policy enunciated in December 1966 by the new Kiesinger-
Brandt coalition government in Bonn.5
Once Rumania had broken the ice. the possibility arose
that other East European countries might be tempted to
follow suit. with Hungary and Czechoslovakia among the
more likely candidates.6 Although the Soviet leaders
may have had some reservations about letting Ulbricht
define the terms for a bloc response to the Federal
Republic's overtures. on balance they apparently decided
to stand behind his efforts to slow down any precipitous
East European movement toward Bonn. These efforts began
in early February with sharp East German criticism of
Rumania. which the latter promptly rejected as unwarranted
"interference' in her affairs;7 this was followed by a
hastily arranged meeting of Warsaw bloc foreign ministers.
reportedly called at Ulbricht's insistence to set condi-

tions for further contacts with West Germany.8 Several
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weeks later, the Soviet Union came out openly in support
of Ulbricht's line when Brezhnev. speaking in Moscow on
March 10. asserted that West Germany rerained the prime
obstacle to peace and security in Europe. and that it
would be "extremely naive to accept the current manifes=-
tations of Bonn's policy as signs of a change in its
foreign policy course."9

Other steps taken in the spring of 1967 to blunt
Bonn's bridge-building diplomacy toward East Europe in-
cluded a drive to enact. or in some cases to rerew ahead
of schedule, a series of bilateral defense treaties be-
tween countries of the Warsaw Pact. with initial emphasis
on the Northern Tier states. The first of these steps
was the renewal on March 1, 1967, of the Polish-Czecho-
slovak Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual
Assistance., followed later in March by new treaties be-
tween East Germany and Poland, and East Germany and Czechc-
slovakia.10 By the fall of the year, all the Warsaw Pact
allies. with the conspicuous exception of Rumania. had
signed bilateral mutual assistance treaties with Pankow.
at the same time that the Soviet Union had updated its
bilateral treaties with each Pact member. again with the
exception of Rumania. As noted earlier. one significant
effect of this widening network of bilateral treaties
was to provide backup arrangements in the event that
Soviet proposals for the dissolution of the opposing mili-
tary alliances were accepted.11 Another effect was to
demonstrate solidarity with the Ulbricht regime. and thus
to take the edge off Bonn's bid for further diplomatic

ties in East Europe.
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Thanks to the countermaneuvering of the German Demo-
cratic Republic. with assistance from Poland and the Soviet
Union. much of the initial momentum of Bonn's diplomatic
offensive had heen checked by April 1967. Outwardly at
least. the Warsaw bloc leaders. including upon occasion
even Rumania's Ceausescu.12 adopted a uniform line toward
West Germanv's striving for 'mormalization' of relations
with East Europe. specifying that Bonn must meet such
prerequisites as recognition of existing European frontiers.
acceptance of the existence of two German states. and renun-
ciation of nuclear weapons. However. this posture was
not wholly resistant to continued feelers from Bonn. as
illustrated by the response to a new West German appeal
on April 12 for improving relations between the two parts
of Germany.13 This initiative not only gave encourage-
ment to Southern Tier countries wishing to broaden their
contacts with West Germany. but it even set off a series
of alternately hard and soft replies from Pankow. suggest-
ing that Ulbricht himself saw some advantage in the opening
of a new dialogue with Bonn.la Moreover. despite the out-
ward adherence of the East European states, save Rumania,
to a policy of keeping Bonn politically at arm's length.
this did not prevent most of these countries from con-
tinuing to expand their economic relations with the West
generally and the Federal Republic in particular.15

That the East European regimes were in one degree or
another determined to retain their freedom of maneuver
vis-3-vis the Soviet Union. no matter what they thought
individually about relations with Germany, was demonstrated
during the Karlovy Vary conference of European Communist

parties. in April 1967. As noted in the preceding chapter.
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Brezhnev used this occasion to decry the presence of U.S.
naval forces in the Mediterranean. and to call for a pro-
gram of political action built around the idea of European
security and aimed specifically at casting doubt on the
utility of NATO as a medium for promoting East-West under-
standing.16 However. Soviet hopes of turning this "histor-
ic'" meeting of twenty-four Communist parties from both East
and West Europe17 into a unified front against Peking did
not materialize.18 nor. for that matter. was Moscow able

to muster unanimous endorsement for its European policy
line, inasmuch as two European Communist parties -- the
Yugoslav and the Rumanian -- refused to attend the coufer-
ence at all.

In declining to appear at Karlovy Vary. the Yugoslavs
and the Rumanians not only showed themselves wary of being
drawn into an anti-"hinese front but maintained also
that the pursuit of European security arrangements was
properly a matter for governments rather than for a party
conclave. 1n the months prior to the Karlovy Vary meeting.
Yugoslav differences with Moscow had sharpened over these
and other issues, including Soviet criticism of the more
liberal political trends in Yugoslavia that followed Titoc's
moves in 1966 against the conservative Rankovic wing of
the Yugoslav party.19 If the Karlovy Vary meeting left
Soviet-Yugoslav relations unimproved.20 this was even more

true in the case of Rumania.

B. CONTINUING TENSIONS IN SOVIET-RUMANIAN RELATIONS

Soviet displeasure at Rumania's boycotting of the
Karlovy Vary meeting. expressed in references to the

"unfortunate' absence of certain parties from the

el et et e, —rto,
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conference. evidently irritated the independent-minded
Rumanians. On May 7. 1967. eleven days after the close
of the Karlovy Vary gathering and exactly one year after
his strongly nationalistic 45th-anniversary sPeech.21
Ceausescu puhlished an article. similar in tone to that
speech. which again denounced meddling in Rumanian party
affairs and defended the "legitimate right' of a given
Communist party not to participate in international con-
ferences if it so saw fit.22 This indication that Soviet-
Rumanian relations were again wearing thin came on the
heels of rumors that Rumania was still taking an obstrep-
= erous stand on military arrangements within the Warsaw
Pact.
In early May. Western news agencies reported that
Rumania was resisting the appointment of a Soviet officer
to the post of Warsaw Pact commander. left vacant when
Marshal Andrei Grechko was reassigned to the position of
Soviet Defense Minister after the death of Marshal Malinov-
skii. in late March. One version of these reports had it
that Bucharest was asking that the Warsaw Pact post be rotated
and given to a non-Soviet officer. in line with its rumored
demands a year earlier;23 another version reported a pro-
posal to create new subordinate commands for the Northerr
and Southern Tiers. under an over=-all Soviet commander.ZA
Subsequently. Marshal Ivan lakubovskii, a Russian., took
over the top job of Warsaw Pact commander without there
being a reorganization into subordinate commands. but the
delay of almost three months in making known his assignment
lent some substance to speculation that Rumania had made

”
a contentious issue of the matter.”
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New difficulties in keeping Rumania aligued with the
§ rest of the Warsaw bloc arose for the Soviet Union in -
1967, in connection with the Arab-Israell conflict. Even

before the actual outbreak of hostilities on June 5.

Bucharest had declined to fall in with Soviet efforts for

b a coordinated bloc stand in support of the Arab states.

; indicating instead that both sides ought to contribute to
a settlement of the crisis.z6 After the war broke out.
a hastily summoned conference of Warsaw Pact representatives
in Moscow isseed a statement condemning alleged Israeli- .
American aggression and pledging support to the Arab coun-
tries.27 Rumania, although represented at the conference,
refused to sign the statement and subsequently urged the
Arab states and Israel to negotiate a settlement. More-
i: over., she was alone among the Warsaw Pact countries repre-
| sented in Moscow in declining to sever diplomatic relations
with Israel. A month later. Rumania stayed away from a
similar gathering in Budapest.28 Althcugh she subsequently
attended two furth..-T meetings on the Middle East situation
(at Belgrade in September and Warsaw in December 1967).29
she apparently succeeded on both occasions in causiuvg the
communiqué to be watered down.30 and found other ways of
demonstrating her independent policy line‘al

If Soviet tactics in this series of meetings were
aimed at achieving a unified position on the Middle East
with which even Rumania could agree. they can be judged
reasonably successful. However. Moscow's problem of
l forging coordinated bloc policies did not end with the
L question of the Middle East. Another issue. which grad-
ually came to a head in 1967 and early 1968. was that of

winning solid support for a new world conference of




-158-

Communist parties. Here again. the Soviet Union was to
find Rumania a stubborn holdout and a potentially dangerous
example for other parties seeking to retain their freedom
of maneuver in the contest for Communist leadership be-

tween Moscow and Peking.

1. The Budapest ''Consultative' Meeting and the Rumanian
Walkout

From the autumn of 1966, as previously noted,32 there
had been a perceptible increase in Soviet-encouraged lobby-
ing for a new international Communist conference of the
kind that bad last met in Moscow in December 1960. 1In
October 1967. a rising volume of statements from various
Soviet supporters was capped by a declaration from the
head of the French Communist Party that conditions were
finally "ripe" for a 'consultative meeting' to make ''prac-
tical preparations' for such a world conclave.33 One month
later . after further behind-the-scenes maneuveriong. invi-
tations were issued for a '"consultative'" meeting to take
place in Budapest in February 1968.34 Thus the stage was
set for what a Pravda editorial hopefully foresaw as a
major step toward restoration of '"Communist unity.'" with
no intent to 'excommunicate' any party from the world
Communist movement.35

The Budapest meeting. which opened on February 26
with some sixty parties represented but a number of im-
portant dissenters missing.36 proved to be less than a
resounding display of unity. On February 29 the Rumanians.
whose misgivings had been voiced in advance.37 pulled out

of the consultative talks, charging that the Soviet Union
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had violated its assurances that there would be no criti-
cism of China. and asserting that to hold a world confer-
ence under existing conditions of discord would '"only

flagrantly 1llustrate on a world scale the lack of unity

n38 Prior to the Rumanian walke

between Communist parties.
out. the chief Soviet delegate, Mikhail Suslov. seconded
by hardline speeches from the Polish and East German dele-
gates,39 had warned against ''dangerous nationalistic ten-
dencies" and declared that Peking's attempts to discredit
'"the very idea'" of a new world conference could "in no
way serve as an argument for the further postponement of
the conference.“ao When the Budapest session came to a .
close. on March 5, it issued a communiqué ignoring Rumania's 7
walkout and stating that the conferees had agreed to set
up a preparatory committee that would go ahead the follow-
ing month with arrangements for a formal world party con-
ference. tentatively scheduled to be held in Moscow in
November-December 1968.41
Thus. by virtue of what were described as ''steamroller
tactics."42 the Soviet delegation under Suslov -- himself
generally identified as one of the hardline figures in
the Soviet leadership -- managed at Budapest to win formal
backing for the long-deferred world conference. Although
the endorsement given by some of those present. especially
the Czechs.a3 may have been only lukewarm., the Soviet Union
had succeeded in isolating Rumania without precipitating
a revolt against its authority among other Warsaw bloc
parties. or for that matter. among the West European
Communist parties.44 The prospect of facing another show-
down with the Rumanians, however, was just around the cor-

ner. for on the day after the Budapest meeting. a session
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of the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee =-=
reportedly called at Rumania's request to discuss her
objections to the draft treaty on nuclear nonproliferation
as well as certain Warsaw Pact military m.atters"5 -= opened
in Sofia.

Contrary to expectations that the meeting in Sofia
might boil up into an open row, possibly including a
Rumanian threat to bolt the Warsaw Pact, the two-day ses-
sion ended with both Soviet and Rumanian leaders apparently
having decided merely to let their differences simmer. With
respect to Rumania's complaints about the joint Soviet-U.S.
draft of a nonproliferation treaty,46 a final amended ver-
sion of which was to be presented at Geneva just a few

days later. on March 11,47

the Sofia meeting registered

no concession to the Rumanian viewpoint. Rather, it issued
a separate statement on this subject on behalf of all the
delegations except Rumania's. endorsing the draft treaty
and leaving Bucharest again standing alone.48 The Rumanians
did. however. join in a declaration condemning U.S. ''aggres-
sion" in Vietnam.49 On the matter of Warsaw Pact military
arrangements. nothing was disclosed at the time about any
discussion that may have taken place.50 although one hint
that Crzechoslovakia. too. might be sliding toward the
Rumanian position was given by a Czech commentator who

said on March 6 that perhaps the time had come when "the
Warsaw Pact member countries might ask some questions
similar to those which some time ago caused de Gaulle to
quit NATO."SI
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2. Unresolved Soviet Dilemma: How To Handle the
Recale¢itrant Rumanians

Following tne Budapest and Sofia gatherings in the
early months of 1968. Soviet-Rumanian relations appeared
likely to deteriorate still further. especially as Rumania
showed no disposition to aid the Soviet Union in efforts
to bring Warsaw Pact pressure to bear on the new reform
government in Czechoslovakia. At the meeting in Dresden
on March 23. which witnessed the first joint attempt of
Warsaw bloc leaders to call the Dubcek regime to account.
Rumania's chair remained vacant.52 and, as we shall see
later. the Rumanians continued to display support for
Prague's refusal to bow to Moscow's dictate.

When the preparatory meeting of Communist parties
convened in Budapest in April to discuss arrangements
for the formal world conference in Moscow seven months
later, Rumania was again missing. along with a number of
other ruling parties,53 their absence foreshadowing the
subsequent collapse of the scheduled conference the follow-
ing November, after the invasion of Czechoslovakia. Mean-
while, Moscéw and Bucharest continued to give signs of
discord over other matters. with occasionally a few polite
words for each other. For example. at the same session
of the Rumanian Central Committee in April at which
Ceausescu criticized Soviet disregard at Sofia and
Dresden for Rumania's interests as a co-equal in the
Warsaw Pact, his regime also undertook some internal
housecleaning with strong anti-Soviet overtones.sa while
the Scviet Union responded with propaganda attacks ques-
tioning the ideological rectitude of the Rumanians.55

On the other hand. when de Gaulle arrived in Bucharest
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in May for his long-announced visit to Rumania. hic invi-
tation for 'combined political action" by France and
Rumania met with a cautious response from Ceausescu. who
made clear that hilateral cooperation between their two
countries would not be at the expense of Rumania's Warsaw
Pact ties. and who used the occasion to offer some un-
accustomed words of praise for the Soviet Union's wartime
"heroism and sacrifice.”56

For the Soviet leaders. however. such rhetorical ges-
tures from Ceausescu were scarcely enough to gloss over
the stubborn fact that Rumania remained bent on an inde-
pendent and even defiant course in her policies toward
the Soviet Union. Taking stock of their relations with
Rumania as the situation in East Europe grew more vexed,
they doubtless asked themselves once more how best to
deal with the defiance of this troublesome ally. Should
they take the path of persuasion through appeals to Commu-
nist unity. or should they turn more vigorously to such
political. economic. and military pressures as could be
brought to bear on Bucharest?

Politically -- to judge by Moscow's tendency te
strengthen its ties with the bloc members most disposed
to follow its cue. such as East Germany and Poland -- the
Soviet leadership no doubt saw some virtue in a tougher
course. designed to isolate Rumania still further. How-
ever. the damage that such an approach might do to the
image of bloc unity was likely to counsel against carrying
it too far. which would seem to leave the situation just
about where it had been.

The prospects of forcing Rumania back into line

through economic tactics were not much better. During
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1967, according to Rumanian charges.57 some economic pres-
sure had been applied, and a still more massive squeeze
was still possible. but only at the risk of driving
Rumania closer to the West and Yugoslavia.

Direct military pressure was hardly feasible for the
Soviet Union. except in the case of extreme provocation.
which the wily Rumanians were likely to aveid. Yielding

some ground to Bucharest's demands for greater equality

and reform within the Pact promised perhaps to ease differ-

58 but any such relaxation of

ences in the military domain.
Soviet control would run counter to moves already under
way toward an organizational tightening of the Pact
machinery59 -~ the need for which is likely to have taken
on added urgency for the Soviet leaders in mid-1963.
Although it thus appeared. prior to August 1¢68. that
the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime still had not found an answer
to the problem of how best to handle the recalcitrant
Rumanians. the situation changed rather abruptly after
the invasion of Czechoslovakia. As we shall see in a later
chapter. the Czech object lesson served to dampen the defi-
ance of the Rumanians, who for some time thereafter took
pains to display a more cautious attitude toward the

Soviet Union.

C. NEW FERMENT IN THE WARSAW BLOC AND THE CZECHOSLOVAK
CHALLENGE

If Rumania posed a perplexing problem for the Soviet
Union. developments elsewhere in East Europe in the early
months of 1968 doubtless gave the Soviet leadership still
greater cause for concern over how to restore respect for

its authority and to maintain the cohesion of the Warsaw

s e




bloc. Beginning in January 1968. a new ferment of reform.
with disturbing implications for the Soviet hold upon East
Europe. arose in Czechoslovakia after the ouster of the
Novotny regime. at the same time that Poland also was
briefly and to a lesser degree subjected to an upsurge

of internal protest. This new restiveness in East Europe.
which must have evoked memories of the difticulties of
1956. was no doubt especially perturbing to the Soviet
leaders. coming as it did at a time when they were having

‘to cope at home with a mood of disquiet among Soviet intel-

lectuals over cultural controls and the trials of dissident
writers.

1. The Quster of Novotny and the Launching of the Czech
Reform Movement

The Novotny regime in Czechoslovakia, though not
always an unquestioning servant of Soviet policies in East
Europe. had nevertheless been among the Kremlin's more
docile and orthodox Warsaw Pact partners. It was probably
with some anxlety. therefore. that the Soviet leadership
looked on during the fall and winter of 1967 as an in-
creasingly severe internal political struggle in Prague
threatened the position of the fifteen-year-old Novotny
regime. The discontents in Czechoslovak life that lay
behind this power struggle in Prague are matters with which
we cannot here deal at length, but they apparently included
dissatisfaction with the halting progress of new economic
programs. unresolved political and economic grievances of

the Slovak half of the country, and Novotny's failure to

heal a growing friction between the regime and the country's

students and intellectuals.6o

L
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In mid-December 1967, a few days after Brezhnev had
made a surprise visit to Prague in a presumable effort to
save Novotny's position,61 the revolt against Novotny's
0ld Guard leadership came into the open at a Czech Central
Committee plenum.62 Shortly thereafter. at the plenum of
January 3-5. 1968, Novotny was replaced as Party Secretary
by Alexander Dubcek.63 a relatively obscure 46-year-old
Slovak Party functionary, who was soon to find himself
a national hero. At the end of March, Novotny's fall
was made complete when he also lost the purely titular
post of president.64

Concurrently with the unseating of Novotny. a broad
process of internal reform, described by some Czech intel-
lectuals as a 'bloodless revolution.'" was tentatively set
in motion by the new Dubcek regime.65 Besides ousting
numerous officials of the 0ld Guard. a task made easier
by the embarrassing defection of one general and the
suicide of another who allegedly had conspired to use the
armed forces to put Novotny back in power,66 the Dubcek
regime promised liberalizing reforms in many aspects of
the country's economic. political. and cultural life.
Among symbolic signs of change, perhaps none was more
dramatic than the public homage paid to the memory of
Jan Masaryk on the twentieth anniversary of his death.
the first such observance since the Communist coup in
Czechoslovakia in February 1948.67

For the new leadership in Prague the reform movement
presented multiple problems, among the most critical of
which was how to keep the pressures for change from up-
setting the internal structure of Communist authority

and from creating a demand for a reorientation of Czech
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foreign policy that could call down the wrath of the

Soviet Union. During what can be regarded as the un-
folding of the Czech experiment -« the period from January
1968 until the issuance of the regime's new "action pro-
gram" in early April -« the new leadership in Prague showed
itself aware of the need to control the rampant spirit of
reform so as to keep it from provoking either an internal
attempt at a comeback by conservative Party elements or
outside intervention.

Illustrative of the new regime's careful tightrope
walking were major speeches by Dubcek in February and
March, in which he sought to strike a balance between the
demands of intellectuals. students, and other reform-minded
groups on the one hand and the misgivings of conservative
elements in the Party and state bureaucracy, the army,
and the police on the other.68 With regard to the internal
scene. Dubcek promised that there would be no return to
"administrative methods'" of governing -~ a Communist euphe-
mism for arbitrary rule. At the same time he reassured
those who had expressed ''fears that a more or less widely
tolerated democratism . . . might weaken the foundations
of power and . . . the principles of socialism'" by telling

them that the new regime itself was aware of the danger

of "going too far in the process of democratization." As
for external relations. Dubcek hinted on the one hand at
greater independence in foreign policy by saying that
Czechoslovakia would formulate "standpoints of her own

on basic internationel questions'" and that she would also
make better use of her position as an industrialized nation
"{n the center of Europe'" to seek the "extension of co-

operation between states -- irrespective of their social
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system.'" In effect, this meant that Prague would seek
better relations with West Germany. a move sure to raise
Soviet hackles. On the other hand. Dubcek also reaffirmed
Czechoslovakia's fidelity to the Soviet Union. declaring
that the Czech Communist Party ''stands firmly and un-
shakably'" linked to the USSR by its "fraternal bonds with
the CPSU" and that 'our future plans and prospects cannot
be imagined without Czechoslovakia's membership in the
commnity of socialist c0untries."69

At a meeting of the Czechoslovak Pérty Presidium on

March 21, where Novotny's full retirement from the political

scene was announced, the new Czech leadership reiterated
that it would 'mot allow itself to be taken in'" by attempts
to legalize 'monsocialist moods' under ''the guise of democ-
racy or rehabilitation.”7o Two days iater at Dresden,
where an emergency meeting of Warsaw Pact members. without
Rumania., had been convened to elicit an accounting from
Dubcek and his associates. the Czech leaders once more
sought to quiet the fears of their allies that Czecho-
slovakia's liberalization program might endanger Communist
rule in the country and her adherence to the common policies
of the Warsaw bloc.

What went on at the Dresden meeting was only partly
disclosed in its communiqué. which stressed the danger of
"militaristic and neo-Nazi activity' in West Germany and
the need '"to carry out practical measures in the immediate
future to consolidate the Warsaw Treaty and its armed
forces.”71 An apparent warning to Czechoslovakia not to
stray from the fold was contained in a passage stating

that the conference members expected the new Czech leader-

ship to "insure the further progress of socialist construction
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in that country; it also was reported that they had pressed

Duhcek to look to the Warsaw Pact countries for temporary
financial aid. so as to discourage Czechoslovakia from
seeking credits and other economic assistance from Bonn.72
So far as outside onlookers could determine, however.
this first employment of collective pressure against the
Dubcek regime apparently involved only a mild form of
political and economic arm-twisting. Perhaps the one
foretaste of things to come was furnished by rumored
Soviet-East German troop maneuvers hastily mounted in
the German Democratic Republic near the Czechoslovak
being held.’>

court of inquiry, the

border while the Dresden meeting was But
on the whole. apart from the Dresden
initial Soviet response t: events in (Czechoslovakia was
studiously circumspect, whatever may have been the private
aisgivings in the Kremlin about the course upon which the
Dubcek regime had embarked.

Thus. during most of the first three months of 1968,
the Soviet press remained discreetly silent on what was
going on in East Europe. Only after the launching of a
donestic propaganda campaign. on March 1l4. to stress the
need for vigilance wzainst "bourgeois' and other unhealthy
outside influences74 was the press permitted a fragmentary
coverage of the new political crisis that was taking shape
in East Europe. A cryptic report of Novotny's resignation
from the presidency on March 22.75 the communiqué of the
Dresden meeting. and an interview with the new political
chief of the Czechosiovak armed forces in which he pledged
his country's continued cooperation with the Soviet Union76
were among the ‘ew items to emerge toward the end of March
from the virtual blackoutr in the Soviet press on Czecho-

slovak developments.
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By contrast with the Soviet Union. most of the other
Warsaw Pact members in East Europe were somewhat more out-
spoken. Predictably. the Ulbricht regime in East Germany
took the most vocal and hostile stand on the Czechoslovak
situation. asserting that "counterrevolutionary' and '"im-
perialist" forces were at work in Prague.77 and moving to
restrict travel between the two countries.78 Rumania. as
previously noted, took nc part in the Dresden inquiry. and
on March 23 Ceausescu suggested that he was not averse to
emulating the Czech example in a modest way. when he said
that every Rumanian should be permitted 'to express his
views freely on the policies of the Communist Party.”79
Poland, busy with its own crisis.80 initially frowned on
expressions of solidarity between Polish and Czech students.
while the regimes of Hungary and Bulgaria refrained from
open disapproval of developments in Czechoslovakia. Of
the two, the Hungarians took a somewhat more pliable tack;

a leading Party official wrote in mid-March that a democ-
ratization process was planned in Hungary also, though

he cautioned that it could not be carried out in a hurry.81
Bulgarian officials were less sympathetic to the idea of
internal reform, hinting publicly that the Sofia regime
was prepared to deal with any ”troublemakers."82

Why the Soviet Union maintained a cautious. even
temporizing. attitude toward the Czechoslovak situation
during the first months of 1968 is not altogether clear.
Differences within the Soviet leadership over whether to
take a hard or a soft approach may have led to hesitation.
but this explanation alone does not fully account for the
early months of the year. when Moscow seemed prepared to

go along witn Dubcek.83 The careful silence of the Soviet
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press during this period may have reflected both an effort
to isolate the Soviet people from the unrest in East Europe
and a prudent decision not to exacerbat: that unrest by
critical public comment from Moscow. The Soviet leaders
mav even have hoped to be able to stem the reform move-
ment in Czechoslovakia by bringing about a relatively
quiet accommodation between the opposing factions within
the Prague leadership. perhaps counting on Dubcek to
restrain "extremist'" liberal elements and perhaps over-
estimating the influence retained by the conservative
wing of the Czech Communist Party. But if the Soviet
leaders did begin by hoping that delaying tactics would
resolve the Czech problem. they evidently were disabused
of this idea in early April. when the Dubcek regime's

new ''action program' was adopted.

This program. which was approved in Prague on April S
at a week-long Central Committee meeting that also ordered
sweeping changes in the leadership of both Party and gov-
ernment.8& provided new guarantees of freedom of speech.
broader electoral laws. more powers for parliament ai.l
the government vis-d-vis the Party apparatus. somewhat
greater scope for non-Communist groups in Czech political
life. and other polit’'~cal and economic reforms.85 If given
more than lip service. these changes would add up to an
experiment in the 'democratization" of a Communist country
more far-reaching than anything on record. While the
reiorms embodied in the action program clearly made it.
in Communist terms. a ''revisionist' program. from the
viewpoint of the Czech moderates associated with Dubcek
its aim could be considered conservative, for it was

intended to preserve the rule of the Party by tackling

i
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creatively the various problems in Czechoslovak life which
under Novotny had threatened to undermine the Party's lead-
ing role. The Soviet leaders. or most of them. evidently
did not see it this way. but tended to regard the Czecho-
slovak experiment as a dangerous departure from orthodoxy
that ultimately might threaten the basis of Party legitimacy
everywhere. the Soviet Union included.86
Little wonder. given the orthodox outlook of most of
the ruling group in Moscow. that alarm over the liberal

reform movement in Czechoslovakia should gradually have

“'persuaded the Soviet leaders of the need for more serious

measures to bring it under control -- a task most of them
evidently felt could no longer be entrusted wholly to the
moderate Dubcek leadership itself. Before turning to the
active and often contradictory efforts of the Soviet Union
to stamp out the liberal contagion in Czechoslovakia. let
us go back for a moment to the internal crisis which flared
up in Poland in the spring of 1968 and which., for a time

at least, seemed as though it might serve to channel Polish
nationalism in an anti-Soviet direction and perhaps bring

about an upheaval parallel to that in Czechoslovakia.

2. Student Unrest and the Party Power Struggle in Poland

To Poland. a country which twelve years earlier. upon
Gomulka's accession to power. had undergone its own briefly
euphoric reform experience but then had lapsed back into
another restrictive phase under the same leader. the early
months of 1968 also brought a new wave of internal ferment.
stimulated in part perhaps by events in neighboring Czecho-

slovakia. Among its fireci signs was a protest resolution
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on March 1 by the Polish Writers Union against the gov-
ernment's cultural and censorship policies.87 This was
followed a few days later by an outbreak of student riots
at Warsaw University which soon spread to other university
cities. Although the immediate incident out of which these
protests grew was the closing of a classical Polish play
containing certain anti-Russian lines that audiences
applauded vigorously.88 behind them lay the long-smoldering
resentment of Polish intellectuals toward the increasingly
repressive practices encouraged by a dogmatic faction
within the Polish Communist leadership.89

The government's response to the student rioting and
strikes included vigorous repressive measures by the police
and a propaganda campaign blaming the disorders on Zionists,
intellectuals. and former Stalinists; a number of officials
of Jewish background who were the parents of alleged student
ringleaders were dismissed from their jobs.90 Gomulka, in
a speech to the nation about two weeks after the student
demonstrations had begun. sought to moderate the anti-
Zionist tone of the propaganda campaign to which some of
his own subordinates had presumably given official blessing,
but he held out no specific promise of reform measures to
alleviate the unrest that was abroad in the country.91

By the end of March. the protesting student groups
and liberal intellectuals opposing the policies of the
Gomulka regime appeared to have been fairly well isolated,92
with a good deal less support from working-class elements
of the population and less access to the corridors of
power than in the parallel case of Czechoslovakia. The
Soviet leadership. which had kept studiously silent to-

ward the Polish unrest., perhaps on the theory that a
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"low profile'" was the best insurance against the release

LA s s ol

of any latent anti-Soviet element in the situation as

well as to protect its own people from the infection of

rebellion. apparently began to breathe a little easier. _
On March 22, the Soviet public finally learned of Poland's i
student disorders, along with the explanation provided
by Gomulka's speech several days earlier that they had
been stirred up by "anti-Soviet agitators."g3

From the Soviet viewpoint. the fact that the student
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revolt had collapsed without arousing wide popular support
for reform reduced any immediate concern that a sezcond = o

Czechoslovakia was in the making. Although there was S
always the possibility -- given a Polish populace in ;
which strong anti-Russian sentiments slumbered -- that a i 5
crisis stemming from the suppression of nationalist feel- ' i
ings offensive to the Soviet Union might take a turn un-
welcome to Moscow, this danger. too. seemed to have been
alleviated by the Gomulka regime's handling of the situationm. i
In addition to Gomulka's own strong reassertion of Poland's :
close ties with the Soviet Union, attention had been di-
verted from potential Soviet-Polish discord during the
March unrest by a Polish propaganda line which stressed E
that demands for reform could weaken Poland's stand against

the revanchist aims of a West Germany still bent upon

robbing Poland of the Oder-Neisse territories.9

From Gomulka's own standpoint, however, the March
disorders represented something more than an abortive i
protest against his regime from frustrated intellectuals
and students. They also served as the cover, and in part
the pretext. for a challenge to his leadership from within

Party ranks.95 Whether this was merely a power struggle
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among potential contenders for his post. if and when he
should choose to step down. or an active effort to unseat
him was not at first altogether clear. although charges
were aired during the factional in-fighting in March that

a coup d'état against his leadership had been in prepara-
96
tion.

At least three factions within the Party leadership
seem to have been involved in the triangular struggle for
power which came to the surface during the spring ferment
in Poland. The first was the older group of men around
Gomulka himself. The second. led by General Mieczyslaw
Moczar. Minister of the Interior and head of the secret
police, was the so-called "Partisan'" faction. a hardline
group with an ultranationalist. anti-Zionist tinge. The
third group consisted of younger, potentially reformist
elements advocating technological progress, whose most
influential spokesman was Edward Gierek. provincial Party
boss in industrial Silesia. We cannot here go into the
details of the internal struggle among these groups.
Suffice it to say that, in the purge of middle-echelon
officials and in other personnel shifts that went on in
the summer of 1968.97 Gomulka managed to retain his au-
thority. although Moczar gained some ground in a Party
reshuffle in July.98 The possibility remained that a
showdown among the contending factions at the Fifth
Party Congress. in November 1968. would settle the issue
of Gomulka's continued 1eadership.99

As seen from Moscow. the Party struggle in Poland
was probably somewhat disturbing. for neither of the
factions maneuvering against Gomulka seemed likely to

prove as reliable in support of Soviet interests as that
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veteran b64-year-old leader had been.100 Moreover. Moscow
could hardly have welcomed any instability in Poland's
leadership that stemmed from an inner Party fight at a
time when East Europe was in the throes of uncertainty
created by the upheaval in Czechoslovakia. So long as
Gomulka kept his hold on power, however. these concerns
were not overriding. In the mid-months of 1968, a2s the
problem of dealing with the Czechoslovak heresy rose to
the top of Muscow's agenda, Gomulka's Poland proved a
cooperative partner by lining up with the Soviet Union's
effort to use the Warsaw Pact as an instrument of col-

lective pressure upon the Dubcek regime.

3. New Pressures on Prague and the July Crisis

In early April, after a brief relaxation of tensions
following the Dresden meeting. the Soviet Union displayed
its first open disapproval of Prague's new course. On
April 12, a few days after a CPSU plenum in Moscow had
sounded the alarm about new threats of '"subversion' from

the West.lo1 Pravda for the first time condemned 'rightist

excesses' that allegedly were showing up in Prague.lo2

A hasty trip to Moscow in early May by Dubcek (who among
other things sought. unsuccessfully. to obtain a hard-
currency loan from the Soviet Union103) apparently failed
to reassure the Soviet leadership that the pro-ess of
democratization in Czechoslovakia wés fully under con-
trol. for on May 6. upon his return to Prague. Dubcek
disclosed that the Soviet leaders had "expressed anxiety"
on this score.m4 At this point., as if to underline the
Soviet Union's growing impatience with liberalizing trends

in Czechoslovakia. a meeting of hard-core Warsaw Pact allies
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was convened in Moscow to discuss the Czech situation.w5

E

At the same time. Soviet propaganda stepped up its attacks
around the general theme that activities by "antisocialist"
elements in Czechoslovakia were being exploited by the West
to sow discord within the Warsaw bloc.106

Despite the increasing severity of Soviet propaganda
assaults upon Prague in mid-May. there was some indication
that the Soviet leadership was not of a single mind on
shifting to an undiluted hardline approach to the
Czech problem. This was perhaps best brought out by
Kosygin's surprise arrival in Czechoslovakia on May 17
for a ten-day "work-and-cure'" sojourn at Karlovy Vary,
concurrent with the appearance in Prague of a Soviet mili-
tary delegation under Marshal Grechko for a six~day round

of conversations with Czech defense officials. The seeming-
ly conciliatory nature of Kosygin's visit, which the Czechs
said has been arranged at short notice on his initiative,107
suggested that at least some elements of the Soviet leader-
ship were still hopeful that Dubcek could be prevailed upon
to assert stricter Party control over the reform mouvement,
and thus spare the Soviet Union the onus of having to crack

the whip itself.108

While Kosygin was still taking the waters at Karlovy
Vary. and presumably trying through personal diplomacy to
persuade Dubcek to muzzle the increasingly outspoken Czech
press and otherwise to set his house in order,. k it was
announced simultaneously in Moscow and Prague in late May
that Warsaw Pact maneuvers would take place on Czechoslovak
f territory in June under the command of Marshal Iakubovskii.llo
| Czech agreement to these maneuvers, apparently extracted

during the Grechko delegation's Prague visit.ll1 proved
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later to have been a tactical error. for the maneuvers
permitted the introduction of Soviet troops into Czecho-
slovakia and gave the Soviet Union a major instrument of
pressure for the climactic phase of the war of nerves
against the Dubcek regime which was to unfold in July.
Before we come to the July crisis. however, a few
intervening developments in the contest of wills between
the Dubcek regime and the Soviet leadership deserve men=
tion. At the end of May. immediately after Kosygin's re-
turn to Moscow. a three-day Central Committee plenum was
held in Prague. evidently to weigh whatever propositions
the Soviet leader had advanced for settling the conflict.
The results were a setback for Moscow and a victory for
the Czech progressives. who won endorsement for convoking
an extraordinary Party Congress in September 1968. two
years ahead of schedule -- a move which Moscow had opposed
for fear that it would result in the removal of the remain-
ing "orthodox" members from the top echelons of the Party
in Prague.112 The plenun also made known that implementa-
tion of the action program would proceed without delay.
although it again gave notice that no opposition parties
would be tolerated.113
In Moscow a two-week period of hesitation ensued.
during which the Soviet leadership apparently reached a
consensus to tighten the screws on Prague a few more turns.
for on June 14 a new barrage of anti-reform propaganda
opened with a Pravda article in which Academician F.
Konstantinov attacked Cestmir Cisar, a secretary of the
Czech Central Committee. as a revisionist.114 Although
the German Democratic Republic. in its own heated polemics

with Prague. had already launched personal diatribes against
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a number of prominent Czechoslovak figures.115 the

Konstantinov article was the first from Moscow to single
out a high Czech official for criticism. It was followed.
in the latter part of June. by ever more vituperative at-
tacks on Czech reformers.116 while mass meetings of factory
workers were organized throughout the Soviet Union to
pledge support to the People's Militia and cther "hralthy
forces" in Czechoslovakia.117

At this juncture. two developments bearing upon the

.Czech democratization process occurred in Prague. On

June 27. the National Assembly voted to abolish censor-
ship. formalizing one of the key promises of the Party's
action program. That same day. a manifesto entitled

2000 Words." written by Ludvik Vaculik and signed by
seveaty prominent scientists. artists. athletes, and otlier
public figures. was published in several Prague papers.118
This document, which called for a radical speedup of the

reform program by grass-roots action, was deplored by
119

some Prague Party leaders, including Dubcek, but it seemed

to confirm Soviet forebodings about what could be expected
once the Czech censorship apparatus had been dismantled.
If any single turning point in the Soviet response
to the Czechoslovak challenge during the first six months
of 1968 can be identified. it probably came at this time.
for from the early days of July throughout the remainder
of the month Moscow mounted a steadily intensified war of
nerves against the Dubcek regime. against the backdrop of
military moves which implied that the Soviet Union was
preparing for armed intervention should the Czechs persist
on their democratization course. As the first step in

this heavvy-handed phase of pressure against Prague. Moscow
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delayed the departure of its troops from Czechoslovakia

upon completion of the joint Warsaw Pact exercises on

June 30. Using a variety of flimsy pretexts. including :

a reported finding by Marshal Iakubovskii that the exer- A B

cises showed Czech troops to be incapable of manning their

defenses against West Germany without the presence of out-

side help.120 the Soviet Union kept a sizable force in the

Czech countryside. muchi to the embarrassment of Czecho-

slovak authorities. who repeatedly announced that tlie .

Soviet troops were to be withdrawn "without delay.”121
On July 11. following Jubcek's rejection of a pre-

emptory summons to attend a Warsaw bloc summit meeting in

Poland on the Czechoslovak situation.122 Moscow sounded

another stern warning to Prague with the publication of

a Pravda article by I. Aleksandrov which not only attacked

the Y2000 Words' manifesto as evideivce of ''the activation

of rightwing and counterrevolutionary forces in Czecho-

slovakia' but. more ominous still, laid down essentially

the same rationale for intervention as that used in Hungary

in 1956.123 Then. on July 15, the Soviet Union and its

four most orthodox Warsaw bloc partners. in a joint letter

couched in almost brutal language. delivered what amounted

to an ultimatum to the Dubcek leadership to mend its wavs

or face the consequences.124 Spelling out the dangers to

Communist rule posed by the Czech reform movement. the

lctter enjoined the Party leadership in Prague to reimpose

control over mass media. to suppress all "antisccialist"

forces and organizations. and to observe the principles

of Marxism-Leninism and 'democratic centralism." It also

invoked an appeal to "healthy forces'" in the country. such

as the People's Militia, to '"mobilize' for 'battle against
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the councerrevolutionary forces in order to preserve and
consolidate socialism in Czechoslovakia.'" But the letter's
central message seemed to he that the Soviet Union. with
the assent of at least its I rd~core Warsaw allies.125
would no longer hesitate to intervene as it saw fit in
the internal affairs of Czechoslovakia. for by fiat these
affairs had now become the business of Prague's Communist
neighbors. Said the letter:

This is no longer sour affair alone. . . We

shall never agree to having imperialism, by

peaceful and non-peaceful methods, making a

breach in the socialist system. from inside or

outside. and transforming power relations in

Europe to its own advantage.

Upon the heels of this letter. which was followed by
a demand from Moscow for an immediate meeting of the full
Soviet Politburo and the Czechoslovak Presidium on Soviet

., 126 .

soil. several menacing new moves set the stage for
intervention. One of these. discussed in a previous chapter,
was the ''revelation' on July 19 of the alleged discovery of
arms caches and secret documents 'proving' that American and
West German agencies were conspiring to aid subversive
and counterrevolutionary elements in organizing uprisings

1
27 Another was the announcement on

in Czechoslovakia.
July 23 that Soviet forces were engaged in extensive
maneuvers all along the western frontiers of the USSR,
including the border with Czechoslovakia.128 Shortly
thereafter. it was made known that East German and Polish
troops also were cooperating in the exercises;129 at

the same time. there were reports that Soviet forces
stationed in these countries and in Hungary were moving

closer to Czechoslovakia, within whose borders other
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Soviet troops were still encamped.lSO Finally. to ensure
that Prague would get the message, Pravda published letters
from two groups of Czech factory workers asserting that
the presence of Soviet troops in Czechoslovakia would make
"every honest man feel more secure in his work.' while an
article in the Soviet press recalled the welcome extended
to the Soviet forces that liberated . wechoslovakia from
German occupation in 1945.131

Presumably, as the last days of July approached and
the world became uncomfortably aware that a momentous new
crisis had arrived, Moscow counted upon the Czech leader-
ship's nerves to crack under the strain. They did not.
Apart from what appeared to be a minor concession or two.
such as the ''demotion'' of a defense official who had openly
criticized Soviet dominaticn of the Warsaw Pact military
setup.132 the Dubcek regime held firm. winning the first
round of the July crisis by successfully insisting that a
showdown meeting with the Soviet Politbhuro be held at
Cierna. on Czechoslovak soil.133

What is more. as the crisis entered its second round
at Cierna on July 29. it became apparent that Moscow's
heavy~-handed methods had ba-kfired, causing the Party
in Czechoslovakia to close ranks behind [tubcek. and
unifying the country as a whole in sclid support of his

, 134
regime.

This national rallying arnund the beleagured
Party leadership, which the Soviet leaders must have
regarded with a mixture of chagrin. envy. and respect.

was probably a key factor in the showdown at Cierna. to-
gether with warnings to Moscow by Ceausescu. Tito. and

a number of West European Communist leaders against trying

to bludgeon the Czechs into submission.135
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The display of internal Czechoslovak solidarity : p-
set any Soviet hopes of splitting the Prague leadership
and finding within its ranks a group of men more amenable
to Moscow's bidding than Dubcek and his close associates.l36
The warnings from other Communist parties, on the other
hand. served notice on the Soviet Uuion that an attempt
to force the Czechs to submit to its dictate might tear
the Communist movement wide open and torpedo the world
conference of parties scheduled for the following November.
Temporarily. at least, the Soviet effort to bring the Czechs
to heel faltered before these obstacles. After a tense
four-day confrontation at Cierna, the Soviet leaders backed
down. ordering withdrawal of their troops from Czechoslovakia
and dropping for the time being the more blatant demands of
the July 15 lerter.137

Thus, the July crisis ended. as was confirmed on
August 3 at Bratislava, wiiere the leaders of the Soviet
Union and of its four orthodox Warsaw Pact partners met
with the Czechs to endorse the truce agreed on at Cierna.

The Bratislava communiqué, while somewhat more wordy than
the cryptic Cierna announcement, was couched in broad
platitudes which told little about any specific under-

standings reached.138

It was a documoant which the Czechs
could interpret as a license to continue their reform pro-
gram on a circumspect basis. while the cther parties could
regard it as a Czech commitment to restrain the reform

movement and as a reaffirmation of Warsaw bloc solidarity.
On the face of things, however, the outcome of the Cierna
and Bratislava meetings seemed to signify that Prague had
successfully defied the power and authority of the Soviet

Union.
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4. A Short-Lived Truce

Soviet spokesmen sought to salvage something from
the collapse of the effort to intimidate Prague by assert-
ing that the Clerna-Bratislava compromise was proof that
the members of the Warsaw alliance were able to settle

their differences in a '"fraternal" manner.139

But through-
out the world it was generally felt that the July con-
frontation had produced a serious setback for the Soviet
Union. True., some observers cautioned that the

Soviet leaders had driven a hard bargain with Dubcek with-
out giving up the continuing threat of intervention if he

should let things get out of hand;140

however. the prevailing
impression was that the world had witnessed another David-
over-Goliath victory. 1If few thought this was the last
chapter in the contest of wills between Prague and Moscow.
many. including this writer, deemed it likely that the
Dubcek regime had at least won a breathing spell, for the
Soviet leaders =-- having brandished the threat of mili-
tary intervention and then backed away -- presumably were
not prepared to repeat this crisis scenario immediately.
From the Soviet: viewpoint. there were certainly good
arguments for honoring the Cierna-Bratislava truce until
at least after the scheduled world party conference in
Moscow, the success of which would depend in large measure
on the Soviet Union's display of readiness to accept
"mutual accommodation' of conflicting positions within
the Commupnist camp. Given this circunstance and the
characteristic vacillation of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime
toward the Czechoslovak problem during the preceding seven
months. one might have expected Moscow to adopt an interim

policy of watchful waiting to see what changes would be
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registered at the Fourteenth Czechoslovak Party Congress
in September as well as to ascertain just how much the
Czechs would actually adhere to their side of the Bratislava
agreement with regard to Warsaw Pact cooperation. a common
line on Germany. the exercise of discipline in the press,
and other restraints upon the reform mczvement.m1

Even a modest period of grace. however. apparently
was more than Moscow could abide. for within less than
two weeks after the Bratislava armistice it became evi-
dent that a new round of political-militacy pressures had
been launched against the Dubcek regime. Soviet polemics
against Prague reopened on August 14 with an article
attacking reform-minded elements of the Czech ;:w:ess,“2
followed the next day by a lurid account of the details
of an alleged West German plot for a two-pronged military
offensive against East Germany and Czechoslovakia, intendec

"fo confront the Warsaw Pact countries with a fait accompli."143

The "slanderous" anti-Soviet activities of the Czech press
again became the target of a Pravda diatribe on August 16.144
the same day that Dubcek == on the occasion of a visit by
Ceausescu to Prague -~ appealed to the Czech people not to
move too fast toward reform, so that the country might
still enjoy freedom of action to go ahead with the 'democ-
ratization process."145 During the next four days. the
Soviet press charged in mounting crescendo that the Dubcek
leadership was not acting vigorously enough to suppress
"subversive activities by antisocialist forces" within
the country.lg6

The military aspect of this renewed Soviet pressure
upon Prague first became manifest on August 11, when it

was announced that still another Warsaw Pact exercise
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along Czechoslovakia's borders had begun immediately after
the conclusion. on August 10. of the large-scale ''Nemen"
logistics exercises carried out during the July crisis.147
Visits by several of the Soviet Union's highest-ranking
military leaders to Poland and East Germany within the
next few days in connection with the new maneuvers gave
further evidence that Moscow was again flexing its mili-
tary muscle.1A8 As it later became known. the maneuvers
inspected by Marshals Grechko. Iakubovskii, and others
had in effect served as a dress rehearsal for the im-
pending invasion.149 but at the time there was no public
hint that the Soviet leadership had made up its mind to
take the fateful step from which it had drawn back in
July.

There remains considerable uncertainty as to the
sequence of the Soviet leaders' decisions on military
intervention both before and after the Cierna-Bratislava
meetings. According to anonymous East German sources
cited in the Western press, plans had been made to inter-
vene before the Cierna meeting; the July pressures and
troop maneuvers were said to be the prelude to this inter-
vention. which was to take place after a '"cry for help"
from the Novotny wing of the Czech leadership. Soviet
failure to find anyone to call for help allegedly causcd
this move to be canceled "at the 1llth hour." just before
the Cierna gathering.lso In the opinion of Ota Sik. the
Czech economic leader who took temporary refuge in
Yugoslavia after the invasion, the intervention had
been decided on before Cierna and Bratislava. and these
meetings were merely a ''smoke screen' while final prepara-

tions were being made.151 The Soviet version. of course,
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is that the intervention decision car~ with great reluc-
tance only after the Czechs had failed to live up to the
Bratislava agreement of August 4, but the brief interval
of truce. hardly enough to allev a fair test uf Czech
performance, tends to cast doubr ~n this coniention.
Whether the intervention decisior was made well in advance
or was reached only on the eve of the invasion.lsz it does
seem plain that preparatory steps for such a contingency
had begun as early as the July border maneuvers and rear-
area mobilization. and that by August 10 (the start of

the "communications troop'" exercises that proved to be

the dress rehearsal). the military phase of preparation

was well in hand.

3. The Invasion of Czechuslovakia

On the night of August 20-21, the blow fell. Striking
with virtually complete surprise, Soviet-led invasion forces
rolled across Czechoslovakia's borders from their several
maneuver a1:'ea.s,]'53 while Soviet airborne troops began
landing at Prague's main airport, whence they penetrated
eight miles to the heart of the city to invest such key
polnts as radio, parliament, and other government build-
ings.154 Dubcek and other leaders of the stunned nation,
after appealing to the population to remain calm and
offer no resistance, were taken into custody in their
offices. Meanwhile, the Czech armed forces, which in
the words of the Prague radio had '"mot received a command

' stooca by as the occupation of

Czechoslovakia was quickly consummat:ed.155

to defend the country,'

If the military phase of the intervention gave every

sign of having been carefully planned and decisively
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conducted. the same could not be said for the political
aspects of the operation. Nothing pointed up more vividly
the contrast between the chilling efficiency of the mili-
tary seizure of Czechoslovakia and the poor political
preparetion for its occupation than the collapse of the
Soviet Union's original alibi that it acted with other
"fraternal socialist countries' to satisfy a ''request by
party and state leaders of the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic for immediate assistance. including assistance
with armed forces."156 Despite denials from all respon-
sible Czechoslovak authorities that any request for assis-
tance had been made.157 the Soviet Union sought for several
days to present the invasion as a legitimate response to

a call for help from loyal Communists in Prague. stressing
that Communist rule in Czechoslovakia had fallen under
dire peril from 'counterrevolutionary forces'" within the
country, which had "entered into collusion with external
forces hostile to socialism.“158 \

It became apparent almost immediately. however, that
Moscow had again failed to reckon with the uncompromisitig
solidarity of the Czechs and Slovaks. Not only were the
Russians unable to produce a single Czechoslovak leader
to authenticate the alleged call for help. but. more
embarrassing still, no one could be found in Prague to
form a puppet government == even among the most orthodox
Party conservatives who were considered to be in Moscow's
pocket:.159 In those first days of the occupation. Ludvik
Svoboda, the old soldier and President of Czechoslovakia
who flew to Moscow. was virtually the sole link between
the occupied nation and its occupiers -- the Party channel

of communication and the intergovernment relationship
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between Prague and Moscow having been severed. Faced with
the incongruous situation of having a military pro-consul
ensconced in Prapgue without a government to give orders to.
the Soviet leaders tried to prevail upon Svoboda to put
together a makeshift ra2gime. Failing in this. they were
obliged to turn again to Dubcek. whom only a few days
before they had imprisoned and denounced as a traitor.l60
Surely. there is no more bizarre chapter in the whole
sorry invasion episode than the abductlion of Dubcek and
his close associates. who. after beilng taken to Moscow
in manacles. were freed so that they might "negotiate"
with their captors. because no one could be induced to
form a puppet government. Svoboda's insistence that the
Soviets deal with Dubcek and Cernik was an act of high
courage. but in the end it also spared the Russians the
political embarrassment of having to set up their own,
alien military regime tn rule the Czechoslovak people
directly. As one perceptive observer has put it. the
Soviet leaders evidently came to the belated realization
that their best bet was to return Dubcek and his colleagues
to Prague to serve., temporarily at least. as a ''protective

political cushion' between Soviet power and the Czechoslovak
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people.
Once the Moscow agreement of August 26 was concluded
and the Dubcek regzime reinstalled in Prague.w2 the Soviet

Union's diplomatic and propaganda effort to justify the
invasion took a new turn. Around the end of August. the
line shifted toward laying the blame at the door of NATO
in general and West Germany in parcicular.le3 Preinvasion
allegations that NATO and Bonn had drafted plans for sub-

versive intrigues and military operations against
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Czechoslovakia were revived, and emphasis was placed on
the right and the duty of the Soviet Union and its hard-
core Warsaw allies to intervene in Czechoslovakia to keep
it from being ''torn away' from the bloc and thereby up-
setting the power balance between the West and the Commu-
nist :amp.lea The theme that the danger of war had been
averted by the preventive occupation of the country. which
had been briefly sounded at the cutset, also reappeared
in the statements of Soviert spokesmen.165
Perhaps the principal fruit of the Soviet effeort to
justify che invasion, however, was the emergence of what
came to be labeled the "Brezhnev doctrine.”166 In it, the
Soviet Union clsimed the right, in the name of the 'class

struggle' and 'proletarian internationalism,’” to intervene
forcibly in the affairs of any member of the 'socialist
commonwealth,' despite such "abstract' nctions as national
scvereignty and self-determination. Altlough this doctrine
struck many observers abroad as something new, its ante-
cedents in Soviet history gc bhack quite far;167 its re-
formulation in the aftermath of the Czechoslovak invasion,
therefore, was mnre a reversion to orthodoxy than the
enunciation of a novel concept. Either way, however, its
implications were disturbing.

The outlines of the Brezhmev doctrine were laid down
in September 1968 by several Soviet writers, one of whom,
Serxei Kovalev, dismissed the 'formal-legal arguments' of
"those who speak about the 'illegality' of the actions of
the socialist countries in Czechoslovakia' and declared
that the socialist states could not '"remain inactive in
the name of some abstract idea of sovereignty when they
saw how the country was exposed to the danger cf antisocial-

. : 168
ist degeneration."
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The keystone of the intervention doctrine as elabo-
rated after the invasion was the assertion that 'counter-
revolution" within Czechoslovakia, abetted from without by
"world imperialism,' had threatened to open the gates of
the "indivisible'" socialist system. This, it was alleged,
would have resulted in Czechoslovakia's becoming a corri-
dor through which NATO troops could approach the Soviet
frontier, as well as in carving up the commonwealth of
European socialist countries and in violating the right of
these countries to '"socialist self-determination.”169
Obviously, this theoretical edifice would collapse if it
were to be established that no real counterrevolutionary
danger ever existed in Czechoslovakia. Hence the Soviet
Union's attempt to wring from the Czechoslovaks themselves
a confession that counterrevolution was rampant in their
country prior to the invasion.170

Although the Brezhnev doctrine justified the invasion
as fulfilling an international ''class' duty to suppress
antisocialist elements who had 'step by step prepared a
counterrevolutionary coup'" in Czechoslovakia, it did not
stop there. Its expositors also suggested that socialist
countries which toyed with "mew brands' of socialism that
""play on the national sentiments of the people,"171 ard

even socialist countries ''seeking to adopt a 'non-aligned'

position," should be aware that they, too, were subject to
the doctrine of preventing '"a weakening of any link of the
world socialist system.”172 The suggestion that there was

to be no middle ground in the struggle between ''two opposing

social systems' was accompanied by a reminder that nonaligned

socialist states owed their 'mational independence' to 'the

might of the socialist commonwealth and primarily of its
nl73

main power -- the Soviet Union and its armed forces.
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Needless to say, the implications of this argument
were not lost on such countries as Yugoslavia, whose lcng
adherence to the principle of multiple roads to communism
was clearly put in jeopardy by the Soviet Union's asser-
tion that it had the right to set itself up as the final
arbiter of Communist development in another socialist
state and to intervene whenever it deemed communism to be
"threatened" there. This was tantamount to saying that
the Soviet Union refused to recognize the sovereignty of
any Communist state within the reach of Soviet military
power.174 Edward Kardelj, Yugoslavia's leading theoreti-
cian, promptly sounded his country's concern that the
Soviet Union was promulgating '"a very dangerous doctrine.”175
But misgivings about the pernicious character of the
Brezhnev doctrine were voiced in the non-Communist West as
well. Secretary of State Dean Rusk, for example, warmned
the Soviet Union that it would damage any chance of a re-
newed détente if this doctrine meant that such principles
of the United Nations Charter as the sovereign equality of
nations and the prohibition against use of force did not
apply to Soviet relations with the countries of East
Europe.

The Soviet Union for its part did not concede one inch
to its critics. Having covered up Soviet self-interest in main-
taining control over East Europe with an ideological cloak
that elevated the principle of class struggle above any
forms of bourgeois '"legality,'" the Soviet leaders took the
position that no one had grounds to reproach them "in
connection with the events surrounding Czechoslovakia."177
Nevertheless, it was clear that the invasion of Czecho-

slovakia, whatever the reason: that prompted Moscow to
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launch it. had created as many new problems for the Soviet
Union in Europe as it may have solved.
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XV. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD EUROPE IN LIGHT OF THE
INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA

The conduct of Soviet policy tcward Europe durinz mcst
of the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime's first four vears in power
provided little indication, except perhaps in retrospect.
that by the autumn of 1968 the Soviet Union would find it-
self once more branded an aggressor for having repeated
in Czechoslovakia the sort of ruthless military interven-
tion it had perpetrated twelve years earlier in Hungary.l
Yet, within eight or nine months after the beginning cf
the Czech reform experiment in early 1968. the Soviet
leadership managed, through its mistreatment of Czecho-
slovakia, to tarnish its prestige and to undo many of the
gains that Soviet policy had achieved in Europe since
Khrushchev's ouster. 1In their attempt to turn back the
clock of history in East Europe the Soviet leaders accom-
plished their immediate aim of crushing Czechoslovakia's
democratization program. but in the process they squandered
a good deal of their political capital in Europe and else-
where, and the divisive effect of their clumsy interven-
tion in Czechoslovakia threatened to have unsettling reper-
cussions in other parts of the Communist world, including
perhaps the Soviet Union itself.

The ultimate consequences of the Soviet Union's ill-
conceived attempt to reimpose on East Europe by force of
arms the authority it originally acquired there through
military victory in World War II are, of course, unfore-
seeable now. In this chapter, we shall try mainly to take
stock of the state in wh.ch Soviet European policy was

left after the invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 19b8,




-194-
and to note some of the problems which seemed to lie ahead
for the Soviet Union in its relations with both halves of

a still partitioned Europe.

A CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND THE SOVIET POSITION IN EAST EUROPE

Amonn the problems growing out of relations between
the Soviet Union and its East Eurcpean allies., perhaps none
was more fundamental and perplexing than that of deciding
where to set the limits of Moscow's tolerance for diversity
and change in East Europe. During its first four years in
power, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime had learned to live with
a considerable range of restiveness in East Europe, in-
cluding challenzes to Soviet authority from a frequently
uncooperative Rumanian ally. Presumably, it could have
done the same with respect to Czechoslovakia. Why, then,
did the Soviet leaders in August 1968 choose to put down
the Czechoslovak reform experiment by force -- a step they
had backed away from at the height of the Tuly crisis a
few weeks before?

A full accounting of the reasons for this fateful de-
cision in Moscow may be long in coming, for it will prob-
ably require another candid '"secret' speech by some new
Soviet leader of the future to help explain what prompted
the present generation of leaders to act as they did. Some
of the considerations behind the move against Czechoslovakia,
however, are evident even from today's perspective, though
it is difficult to determine their relative weight in the

pattern of Soviet motivation.
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1. Factors Behind the Intervention

Apart from the immediate circumstances previously
discussed that triggered the invasion,2 at least five
broadly related motivating factors seem to have been im-
portant: the suspicion that 'reform Communism" in Czecho-
slovakia was tending toward some form of social democracy
that would undermine the orthodox basis of monopoly party
rule; the belief that toleration of creeping reform would
jeopardize the Soviet Union's control in East Europe; the
fear of feedback from the liberal experiment in Prague
upon the Interlocking legitimacies of the other Communistﬁ
regimes in East Europe and the Soviet Union itself; the
worrisome prospect that a Czechoslovak reorientation toward
West Germany would undermine the East German regime and
set an example likely to open the rest of East Europe to
economic-political penetration by Bonn; and concern that
all of these developments would weaken the military and
strategic position of the Soviet Union and its Warsaw coali-
tion vis-i-vis the West.

With respect to the issue of orthodoxy versus reform
and the various dangers which the Soviet leadership appar-
ently perceived in the developments in Czechoslovakia in
1968, it should perhaps first be noted that there had been
for some time a growing difference within the leadership
elites of most of the East European countries =-- and to
some extent within the Soviet ruling elite as well -- be-
tween defenders of Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy and advocates
of what might be called reform communism. No simple formu-
la will describe reform communism, which took varying forms
in East Europe, depending on the particular political

culture in which it arose. Nationalism was one of its
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chief ingredients. blended with recognition of the need

for economic modernization and, in some cases, toleration

of more liberal political values than were condoned under

orthodox communism. Scme of the East European